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CURRENT TOPICS. 
4 Justice Kay resumes his sittings in the Chanoery Division, 
of his cquses 


. from circuit, on Friday. The re-transfer 
hits Prapsow operates from that day, 





,. Justice Norru is expected to commence his sittings in the 
pery Division either on Saturday or Monday, but his return to 
‘being dependent on the completion of the trial of some 
‘oases at Leeds, no definite arrangement has yet been made. 





MENTIONED last week that in the new rules for the Chancery 
fice which are now under consideration, it is proposed that 
hancery Paymaster shall act on a ‘‘ pay sheet,”’ without look- 
the order on which it purports to be founded, and shall carry 
ll the directions contained in the pay-sheet without being 
isted to do so by the solicitor having the conduct of the order. 
believe that a similar suggestion was made in the report of the 
nissioners on the Accountant General’s Office in 1864. It was 
dopted at that time; nor in 1872 when the Chancery Funds 
fs were issued, nor in 1874 when the Chancery Funds 
nded Orders were issued, and we confess we see no good 
pn why it should be adopted now. The result of its adoption 
tbe to give the carriage of the order, so far as regards dealings 
h funds in court, to the Chancery Paymaster, instead of to the 
sitor. The solicitor will not know, and will not be able to 
mm his client, how far the dealings with the fund prescribed by 
‘order haye been carried out, unless he is continually haying a 
script of the account made up—a process attended with con- 
table expense. In place of having before him in the margin of 
jerder a history of the dealings with the fund, he will have to 
y for information on the transcript of the account. 
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A case of Jn re 

id in another column, Mr. Justice Pearson took occasion to 
fe some important remarks upon the appointment, under the 
led Land Act, of trustees of a settlement. He laid down a 
rule, that such trustees ought to be independent persons, in 

r that the interests of remaindermen might receive adequate 
fection ; and he said that he should never appoint a tenant for 
asa trustee. This doctrine might, perhaps, with advantage, 
@ been expressed in the Act. Appointments of new trustees, 
are competent to act as trustees for the purposes of the Act, 
n practice, usually made by the tenant for life under a power 
gained in the settlement; and though it is conceived that he 
i not, with propriety, appoint himself, and that (if the view 
Mr. Justice hess is to fix the rule applicable to such 
s) he might incur liability by so acting in the trust, and 
Sibly even that other persons could not safely act with him 
‘eo-trustees, yet it might easily happen that such appoint- 
its might be made and pass unchallenged. The absence 
objection would not necessarily prove the consent of 
persons entitled to object ; for all or some of them might be 
ints. Moreover, it cannot positively be laid down that a tenant 
life is simply ineligible as a trustee. The late Master of the Rolls 
(Forster vy. Abraham, 22 W. BR. 386, L. R. 17 Eq. 351) even 
held such an appointment. And there can hardly be any doubt 
at purchasers dealing under the Settled Land Act with the tenant 
flife would not be concerned to trouble themselves about the 
dity of the appointment. These considerations seem to open 
me prospect that the absurdity to which Mr. Justice PEARson 


wis Trusts, of which a report will be 





adyerted, of a tenant for life giving notice to himself, under section 
45, of his intention to sell, may not impossibly be brought to pass in 
course of time. . 





Tue ctavses of the Court of Criminal Appeal Bill which deal 
respectively with “‘ regulations as to appeal in capital cases,” and 
‘‘ appeal and regulations as to appeal in non-capital cases,” have 
been reprinted as amended by the Standing Committee of the 
House of Commons. The amendments are scarcely of an import- 
ance commensurate with the length of the debate. In pHa, 3 
new proviso has been inserted to the effect that ‘‘a second new tri 
shall not be granted on the ground of the non-production of 
evidence known to the defendant at the time of either of the trials.”? 
This proviso is so sensible and reasonable that we could wish that 
it had been made applicable to a first new trial. <A difficulty likel 
to arise in practice is that of proving that the defendant knew 
the evidence which was not produced. The curious slip, which 
aetually occurred in the Bill as first printed, that the fresh judg- 
ment passed by the Court of Appeal ‘shall not increase the 
severity of the punishment [of death ],” is, of course, omitted, but, 
with the exception of a verbal amendment of paragraph (8), there 
are no other alterations that we have been able to discoyer. 
Clause 4 has undergone a more important amendment. As origin- 
ally framed, this clause gave an appeal in non-capital cases by 
leave of the court of trial only, or of the Attorney-General as 
respects questions of law. By the amendment the power to give 
leave to appeal is given to the Court of Criminal Appeal as well ag 
to the court of trial. This may have the effect of greatly increas- 
ing the number of appeals, and we greatly doubt the expediency of 
the alteration which the Committee has made. The court of trial 
having an intimate personal acquaintance with all the facts, seems to 
be a more proper tribunal to give the leave than the Court of Appeal, 
before whom they could only be brought upon the statements of 
counsel, judges’ notes, or affidavits. Nor is the amendment sup- 
ported by any precedent. On the contrary, there are two prece- 
dents against it. Both under the 45th section of the Judicature Act, 
1873, which gives an appeal upon questions brought from inferi 
courts, and the 14th section of the Judicature Act, 1881, which 
gives an appeal in registration and election cases, it is the e 
Court, not the Court of Appeal, which has the power to give the 
leave. ca 





Tue wHoxe of the sixth and part of the seventh days’ sittings of 
the Grand Committee on the Bankruptcy Bill were occupied with 
the discussion of clause 16, relating to composition or scheme of 
arrangement. Several amendments to the clause were adopted. 
Sub-clause 2, which relates to the acceptance of a proposed com- 
position or scheme at a subsequent or confirmatory meeting of 
creditors, was amended by requiring ‘‘a majority in number re- 
presenting three-fourths in value of all the creditors of the bank- 
rupt who have proved,” instead of a special resolution of those 
present or represented only ; and by the addition of a proviso that, 
‘any creditor who has proved his debt may assent to or dissent 
from such composition or scheme by ‘a letter addressed to the 
official receiver in the prescribed form, and attested by a witness, 
so as to be received by such official receiver not later than the day 
preceding such subsequent meeting, and such creditor shall be 
taken as being present and voting at such meeting.” Sub-clause 
6, providing for a minimum composition of five shillings in the 
pound being approved by the court, except as therein provided, 
was struck out. In sub-clause 7, which states the grounds upon 
which the court shall act in refusing to confirm a composition or 
seheme, words were inserted on the motion of the Sorrcrror- 
General, making it compulsory on the court to refuse, in case the 
terms are not reasonable or calculated to benefit the general body 
of creditors, ‘‘or in any case in which the court is required, under 
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this Act, where the debtor is adjudged bankrupt, to refuse his 
discharge.” Sub-clause 11, empowering the itors to vary the 
terms of a composition or scheme, was struck out, on the motion 
of Mr. Norwoop, and the word “creditor” was substituted for 
“‘ person interested ” in sub-clause 18, relating to adjudication in 
case of difficulty in proceeding with a composition. Monday a 
proviso was, on the motion of the Sorrcrror-Gewerat, added to sub- 
clause 13 (instead of one moved by Mr. Drxon-Hartianp), to the effect 
that when a debtor is adjudicated a bankrupt thereunder, any debt 
contracted before the date of the adjudication shall be proveable 
in the bankruptcy. A further sub-clause was moved by Mr. 
Gzecory with respect to the vesting of the property of a debtor in 
a trustee in case of composition, which was withdrawn on the 
undertaking of Mr. Cuamprrtar to deal with the subject. An 
amendment by Mr. Conen, Q.C., modified by the Soricrror-GENERAL, 
providing for the payment in full of preferential claims in case of 
composition, and one by Mr. M’Laean, that the acceptance of a 
composition or scheme should not release any person who would 
not be released by an order of discharge, were accepted. Clause 17, 
relating to adjudication of bankruptcy where a composition or 
scheme is not accepted, was passed with some verbal amendments. 
On clause 18, relating to the appointment of trustee, a discussion 
was raised, on sub-clause 3, as to whether appeals from the Board of 
Trade should be to the ‘‘High Court” or to the “court,” and 
ultimately the former, as proposed by the Bill, was adopted. 
Sub-clause 5, which provides that the creditors may appoint the 
official receiver as trustee, was, on the motion of Mr. 8. Moruzy, 
struck out, and, on the motion of Mr. Norwoon, the following 
sub-clause was substituted therefor: ‘‘The official receiver shall 
not, save as by this Act provided, be the trustee of the bankrupt’s 
property.” Other small amendments, some of them consequent 
on the adoption of that sub-clause, were also adopted, amongst 
them being one moved by Mr. Drxon-Hazrtanp to sub-clause 6, 
empowering the Board of Trade, in case of the non-appointment of 
a trustee by the creditors, to appoint the official receiver, or 
‘‘some other person,” instead of ‘‘ some other official receiver,” to 
be trustee. On clause 19 an amendment to sub-clause 1 was 
adopted, which will make the holders of a general proxy from 
any creditor who has proved his debt eligible to be appointed on 
the committee of inspection, instead of confining the office to 
creditors in person; and the committee adjourned at that 


stage. 





Very PROPER and necessary provisions are made by clause 136 of 
the Government Bankruptcy Bill that sales under executions for 
amounts exceeding pounds shall be made by public auction 
and be duly advertised for three days next preceding the day of 
sale, and, by clause 137, that writs of elegit shall not extend to 
goods. The first proposal is a return to the law as it existed prior 
to the present Act, and the other has become necessary since the 
method of evading the provisions of section 87 of the present Act 
by means of a writ of elegit was discovered and put into force in 
the case of Ex parte Abbot, Re Gourlay (29 W. R. 143, L. R. 15 
Ch. D. 447). The necessity for these provisions is so urgent that 
no time should be lost in bringing them into force, and we would 
suggest that, instead of delaying their coming into operation until 
the Ist of January next, along with the rest of the Bill, they 
should be made operative immediately upon the Bill receiving the 
Royal. sanction.. This could easily be done by inserting at the 
commencement of each clause the words, ‘‘From and after the 
passing of this Act,” and thus two of the minor but most pressing 
evils of the present law would be remedied as early as possible. 
With regard to sales under executions for sums exceeding fifty 
pounds it is to be noted that clause 4 of the Bill proposes that an 
execution levied by seizure and sale for any amount shall constitute 
an act of bankruptcy. Under the present Act an execution levied 
by seizure and sale is only an act of bankruptcy when levied against 
the goods of a trader for an amount of not less than fifty pounds. 
We heartily approve of the extension of the application of this act 
of bankruptcy to non-traders, but, at the same time, we think that 
a limit of amount should be fixed, and that twenty pounds would 
be a reasonable limit. The proposal that the provision of clause 
136 should only apply to executions for more than fifty pounds 


would, we think, be an improvement to it. 





A HEAVY PECUNIARY FINE, in the form of costs, may, with the 
best intentions, be inflicted upon poulterers under the Wild Binds 
Protection Act, 1880. It is enacted by section 3 of this Act 
(43 & 44 Vict. c. 35), that any person who, between the 15th of 
March and the 1st day of August, exposes or offers for sale (q, 
any wild bird included in the schedule of the Act, shall be liable 
to a fine of one pound in respect of each bird; (d.) any wild bird 
not included in the schedule, shall be liable to a reprimand on the 
first offence and to a fine of five shillings in respect of each bird for 
every subsequent offence. As the section in the Act’ (section 3) 
which exempted vendors of wild birds from the operation of the Ag 
when such birds were imported from other countries was obscure, 
an amending Act (44 & 45 Vict. c. 51) was passed, in which it ig 
declared (section 1) that the vendor shall not be liable if he satisfies 
the court that the birds he has for sale were killed in, or imported 
from, some place to wkich the Act does not extend. The onug 
probandi is, perhaps rightly, thrown upon the vendor, but to offer 
legal proof that certain wild birds have been imported from a foreign 
country is not altogether an inexpensive matter. In a recent case 
tried in Liverpool, R. v. Ruddin, the defendant produced his books, 
a managing clerk, and a member of the London firm which had 
forwarded to him the birds (wild duck) for the sale of which he was 
prosecuted. The case for the defence was fully proved and the 
summons was dismissed. But, apart from the trouble and annoyance 
incidental to such an inquiry, the defendant incurred costs in his 
defence amounting to £15. This sum he applied for, to be in. 
formed that the Act made no provision for costs in such a case, 
which is true. It is clear from the experience gained at this 
prosecution that the Act in question must be enforced with much 
circumspection by local authorities, otherwise it will, althougha 
really beneficial Act if properly worked, fall into discredit, and join 
the goodly company of dead-letter Acts which now cumber our 
Statute Book. 








On Tuesday last the appeals of The Law Society v. Waterlow Brother 
and Layton and The Law Society v. Skinner (Executor) came before the 
House of Lords. The facts as admitted were that the respondents, 
acting under instructions from solicitors practising in the country, 
are in the habit of sending by a clerk or messenger to the Princi 
Registry Office at Somerset House original wills, together with 
documents called respectively the oath and the affidavit, and the 
engrossed copy of the will which has been made by the respondents. 
The clerk or messenger leaves these documents in the name of the 
solicitor with the clerk at the Registry Office, who gives a stamped 
receipt for them. After two days the clerk or messenger calls agai 
and if the documents are all in order he obtains, on production of the 
receipt, the grant of probate. If questions arise as to the correctness 
or sufficiency of the documents, such questions are communicated to the 
clerk or messenger, who communicates them to the respondents, and 
the respondents refer to the solicitors. Throughout the p: ings the 
name of the solicitor alone appears. The respondents have pursued 
this course with the knowledge of the officials at Somerset House 
for some years, but only in cases in which they were employed as law 
stationers to engross the documents. The respondents make a charge 
calculated according to the time occupied by the clerk or messenger 
in his visits to the Registry and Stamp Office. The solicitor charges 
the full fees allowed by the Probate Court to his client for obtaint 
grant of probate. The messenger or clerk has received no kl 
training, but is apprenticed to the respondents as law stationers. 
The Probate Court will not receive papers unless the name of the 
solicitor applying for the probate appears thereon. The respondents 
in all cases receive papers with the name so written thereon by the 
solicitor employing them. Their lordships, without h the 
counsel for the respondents in support of the detision of the Court 
of Appeal, affirmed the judgment appealed from. Here the duties 
i were simply those of messengers, which any boy n@ 
solicitor’s office could perform, and there was nothing in the statute, 
nor in the rules, to prevent the respondents from discharging them. 
They neither acted as solicitors nor proctors, nor did they act on 
their own behalf, but simply in the capacity of messengers for 
the solicitors actually engaged in the cases. The judgment of the 
court below must be affirmed, and the appeals must be dismissed, with 





— to be made consistently with the present law, but, in view 
the proposed change, we are of opinion that this amount ought 


costs, 


to be reduced to twenty pounds also. These modifications - 
make the two clauses in the Bill in harmony with each other 
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THE GOVERNMENT PROPOSALS AS TO 


THE DISCHARGE OF BANKRUPTS. 


Tur provisions of the Government Bankruptcy Bill relating to the 
discharge of a bankrupt are a very important feature in the changes 
in the law proposed to be made by that Bill. In the Government 


~ Bill of 1881 similar provisions were introduced, but there are some 


differences in points of detail from these provisions in the present 
Bill, which we will point out in the course of our remarks. Clause 
95 of the present Bill regulates the proceedirgs as to application 
for a discharge. By sub-clause 1 it is provided: ‘‘A bankrupt 
may, at any time after being adjudged bankrupt, apply to the court 
for an order of discharge, and the court shall appoint a day for 
hearing the application, but the application shall not be heard until 
the public examination of the bankrupt is concluded. The appli- 
cation shall be heard in open court.” In the Bill of 1881 it was 

vided that a bankrupt might apply for his discharge when he 
Bd passed his public examination. Such application might be 
made either after the close or during the continuance of the bank- 
ruptcy, but, in the latter case, with the assent only of a majority 
in number and three-fourths in value of the creditors, and on the 
trustee’s certificate that the bankrupt had surrendered his property 
and that there was no further occasion for his services. Section 48 
of the present Act provides for such an application to be made 
“when a bankruptcy is closed, or at any time during its continuance, 


with the assent of the creditors testified by a special resolution.” | P@T@ 


fection 47 of the present Act makes provisions as to the formal 
dose of a bankruptcy when the estate has been realized or a com- 
position or arrangement completed, and this provision,‘ slightly 
amended, was introduced into the Bill of 1881, but no provision is 
made in the present Bill for any similar formality. The omission 
of any reference to the close of a bankruptcy from the clause in 
the present Bill is, therefore, consequent upon this change. The 
formality of closing a bankruptcy under the present Act appears 
to be an unnecessary one, and there cannot be any objection to the 
saving of the expense which it entails. And the omission of 
requiring the assent of creditors to an application at any time, 
which follows upon the omission of the reference to the close of the 
bankruptcy, we also consider an improvement upon the previous 


Sub-clause 2 of the same clause provides that on the application 
the court is to consider a report of the official receiver on the 
bankrupt’s conduct and affairs, and may either grant an absolute 
order of discharge, or ‘“‘ in its discretion” on proof of any of the 
facts therein mentioned, refuse the order, or suspend its operation 
for a time, or grant it subject to conditions with respect to the 
bankrupt’s future earnings, or income, or after-acquired property. 
The only change in this sub-clause from the corresponding pro- 
vision in the Bill of 1881 is the introduction of the words “in 
its discretion,” which appear to have been inserted in order to 
give the court greater freedom of action in any case than otherwise 
might appear to be conferred upon it. If the question of the 
md of a discharge or otherwise is to be left in this way to 

discretion of the court, it ought to be well considered whether 
the courts will not follow the course adopted under the Acts of 
1849 and 1861 and deal with bankrupts with such leniency as to 
re-enact the worst features of those Acts upon this point. Of 
course, it will be a discretion which must be exercised judicially, 
and which will be open to appeal; but we know how reluctant 
sitting in appeal are to interfere with the exercise of a 
ial discretion. While expressing this doubt, however, we have 
also to express our approval of the policy of leaving the question of 
the discharge of a bankrupt in the hands of the court subject to 
certain regulations, instead of being in the hands of a statutory 
majority of creditors as at present. It was, in our opinion, an 
entirely mistaken policy to intrust this power to creditors instead 
of to an impartial tribunal, and we hope that the amendments of 
which notice have been given, having for their object the retention 
of this power in the hands of the creditors, will not be assented to 
in Committee. i 

The facts referred to in sub-clause 2 are, in sub-clause 3, stated 
under nine paragraphs, distinguished by letters from (a.) to (i.). 
Paragraph (a.) is :— 

“That a dividend of ten shilling in the d t been and 
ip not likely to be paid, to the greditors,” _” = 


In the Bill of 1881 the corresponding provision was :— 

‘* That the property of the bankrupt has not produced, and on a proper 
estimate thereof is not likely to produce, a sum equal to one-half the 
amounts of the debts proveable under the bankruptcy, and that the 
insufficiency of his estate to ce that sum has not been caused 
through any negligence or fraud of this trustee.’’ 


Section 48 of the present Act provides that on an application for 
discharge being made by a bankrupt it 
“shall not be granted unless it is se to the court that one of the 
following conditions has been ed—that is to say, either that a 
tpi of not less Sep ten eens ae in mar = ~ paid out of 

TO. , or ve ex 
fa a ae ag or that a special Riss» “an of his press sy dd 
passed to the effect’’ therein mentioned. 

Of these three different provisions, we think the proposal in the 
Bill of 1881 is the preferable one, and would act the greatest 
justice to the bankrupt. 

Paragraph (6.) runs :— 

“That the bankrupt has omitted to keep such books of account as are 
usual and proper in the business carried on by him, and as sufficiently 
disclose his business transactions and financial position during the three 
years immediately preceding his bankruptcy.” 

In the Bill of 1881, the words “being a trader” appeared after 
the word ‘‘ bankrupt,” in the first line; the words ‘‘as are usual 
and proper in the business carried on by him ” were omitted ; the 
word “fully” was used in place of “sufficiently”; and the 
graph proceeded: ‘‘or has omitted to prepare, once at least in 
each of those years, a proper inventory and balance-sheet of his 
property and liabilities.” The omission from the present Bill of 
the requirement to make out an annual balance-sheet has been very 
unfavourably commented upon in some quarters, and notice has 
been given by Mr. 8. Morley to insert the same as an amendment ; 
but, in the present state of society and education, we think that the 
proposal of 1881 erred somewhat on the side of severity, and that 
the omission of the reference to an annual balance-sheet is a proper 
modification thereof. The omission of the words “ being a trader ” 
is consistent with the other proposals in the Bill to abolish the 
distinction, as far as practicable, between traders and non-traders ; 
but it will not in reality make much, if any, difference, as it is, 
generally speaking, only traders who carry on business in which it 
is necessary and usual to keep books of account. 

The remaining paragraphs are as follows :— 


‘‘(¢.) That the bankrupt has continued to trade after knowing himself to 


be insolvent : 
‘‘(d.) That the bankrupt has contracted any debt proveable in bank- 


ruptcy, without having at the time of contracting it any reasonable or 
probable ground of expectation (proof whereof shall lie on him) of being 


able to pay it: 

«(e.) That the bankrupt has brought on his bankruptcy by rash and 
hazardous speculation or unjustifiable extravagance in living: 

‘‘(f.) That the bankrupt has put any of his creditors to unnecessary 
expense by a frivolous or vexatious defence to any action properly brought 
against him : 

be Gv) That the bankrupt has within four months ween the date of 
the distribution order against him, when unable to pay his debts as they 


become due, given an undue preference to any of his creditors : 

‘*(h.) That the bankrupt has on any previous occasion been ad- 
_— bankrupt, or made a statutory composition or arrangement with his 
c Ts : 

‘*(j.) That the bankrupt has committed any misdemeanor under this 
Act or Part IT. of the Debtors Act, 1869, or any amendment thereof, or 
that he has been guilty of any breach of trust.” 

With regard to (c.) the words of the Bill of 1881 were “has 
greatly increased his liabilities by carrying on trade at a loss while 
insolvent.” It will be seen, therefore, that the present proposal is 
very much more stringent than that of 1881 in this respect. Para- 
graph (d.) is precisely the same as in the 1881 Bill, except that in 
that bill ‘‘ debts’? are mentioned, but, in the present Bill, the word 
is in the singular. Paragraph (e.) is also the same as in the Bill of 
1881 and istaken from section 159 of the Act of 1861. The pro- 
vision as to vexatious defence (paragraph (f.) ) is also the same as 
in the Bill of 1881 and is taken from the same section of the Act 
of 1861. A somewhat similar provision to paragraph (g.) also 
appeared in the Bill of 1881. In the present clause we presume 
‘the date of the distribution order” should read ‘‘the date of the 
receiving order.” In the copy of the “‘ Memorandum showing the 
general effect of the changes in the law proposed by the Bill,” 
made in return to an order of the House of Commons, it is stated 





that “these proposals are substantially identical with those con. 
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tained in the Bill of the late Attorney-General (Sir John Holker).” 
Tn that Bill proyigion was made for a preliminary order being made 
prior to an order of adjudication similar to the receiving order pro- 
posed by the present Bill, and such preliminary order was therein 
called a ‘‘ distribution” order. This appears to account for the 
introduction of that word into the present clause, but the alteration 
of the word is, of course, necessary. The provision contained in 
paragraph (h.) is entirely new, no similar proposal being contained 
in the Bill of 1881; and with regard to (¢.) the words of that Bill 
were ‘‘has committed any act by statute made a misdemeanor in 
case of bankruptcy.” The latter part of paragraph (7.) seems to 
have been inserted to compensate for the omission of certain words 
in the following clause which we will shortly refer to. 

The remaining sub-clauses of clause 25 provide (4) that the 
report of the official receiver shall be primd facie evidence of the 
statements therein; (5) that notice of the day appointed is to be 
published and sent to each creditor twenty-one days before such 
day, and the court may hear the official receiver and trustee and 
any creditor who has given to the court seven days’ notice of his 
desire to oppose; and that, “‘at the hearing the court may put 
such questions to the debtor, and receive such evidence as it may 
think fit;” (6) the court may, as a condition of the discharge, 
require the bankrupt to consent to judgment being entered against 
him by the official receiver or trustee for any balance of the debts 
proveable, but execution thereunder not to be issued without leave 
of the court, to be granted as therein mentioned; and (7) that a 
discharged bankrupt shall give the trustee the same assistance as 
previously required in connection with his estate under the penalty, 
on failure, of being guilty of a contempt of court, and being liable 
to have his discharge revoked by the court. Of these provisions 
sub-clause 4, the latter part of sub-clause 5, and the whole of sub- 
clause 7 are new, the residue being the same as in the Bill of 
1881. 

The effect of an order of discharge is provided for by clause 26 
of the Bill, which is, with the exception which we shall point 
out, practically the same as sections 49 and 50 of the present Act. 
The exception is the omission from the clause of the provision 
contained in section 49, that ‘‘an order of discharge shall not 
release the bankrupt from any debt or liability incurred by means 
of any fraud or breach of trust, nor from any debt or liability 
whereof he has obtained forbearance of any fraud.” The latter 
part of paragraph (7.) of sub-clause 3 of the previous clause seems 
to have been inserted to compensate for this omission. We are 
disposed to consider that the present law is better than the 
Government proposal in this respect, and that it is not inequitable 
that a creditor whose debt has been contracted by fraud or breach 
of trust on the part of the debtor should be given remedies 
against his debtor after the latter has obtained his discharge from 
his ordinary liabilities. 

A very important novelty is proposed by the next clause (clause 
27), which is the last one we shall consider in connection with this 
subject. That clause isas follows : 

‘*27.—Where, after the passing of this Act, an undischarged bankrupt 
obtains goods on credit to the extent of twenty pounds or upwards from 
any person without informing such person that he is an undischarged 
bankrupt, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and may be dealt with 
and punished as if he had been gui 
Debtors Act, 1869, and the provisions of that Act shall apply to proceed- 
ings under this section.” - 

As to the policy of this proposal we are of opinion that it is 
likely to work beneficially, but the details might, we think, be 
made clearer. The clause, it will be seen, is intended to come into 
operation on the passing of the Bill. An undischarged bankrupt 
under the present or any previous bankruptcy law would, therefore, 
it is presumed, be liable to its application. It is worth noticing, 
however, that an undischarged debtor whose affairs are being 
administered under a special resolution for liquidation of his affairs 
in accordance with the present law would not be affected by the 
clause. But it is the concluding part of the clause which, we 
think, calls for the most remark. An undischarged bankrupt act- 
ing as therein mentioned is to be dealt with, &c., ‘as if he had 
been guilty of a misdemeanor under the Debtors Act, 1869.” 
Now, there are sections in that Act which relate to misdemeanors, 
two of which provide a different maximum rate of punishment 
from the other. Thus, section 11 provides that any bankrupt or 
liquidating debtor shall, in the cases therein mentioned, ‘‘ be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor, and on conviction thereof shall be liable 


ty of a misdemeanor under the | P' 





to be imprisoned for any time not exceeding two years, with 


son shall, in the cases therein mentioned, “‘ be deemed guilty of 9 


misdemeanor, and on conviction thereof shall be liable to be im. 
prisoned for any time not exceeding one year, with or without hard 
labour ;”” and section 14 is to the effect that any creditor wilfully, 
and with intent to defraud, making any false claim, &c., ‘ shall bg 
guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable with imprisonment not 
exceeding one year, with or without hard labour.” JU; 
therefore, the clause be amended so as to provide for this point, if 
will be open to considerable doubt under which of these sections 
an undischarged bankrupt committing the offence stated in the 
clause will be liable to ‘‘ be dealt with and punished,” and con. 
sequently whether he will be liable to two years’ or to only ong 
years’ imprisonment with hard labour. oe 
Upon the general question of the discharge of a bankrupt it will 
be seen that the proposal is to revert to the principle of the Acts 
of 1849 and 1861, and to leave the granting or withholding of 
same in the hands of the court. This is reversing the policy of the 


present Act, which was to place this power entirely in the hands — 


of the creditors unless a dividend of ten shillings in the pound be 
paid. We fully approve of this return to the old principle, as we 
think that the statutory majority of creditors under the present 
Act have not ina great many cases, or even as a general rule, 
exercised a wise discretion, either in allowing or withholding the 
discharge of their debtor. In liquidation we know of cases where 
dividends exceeding ten shillings in the pound have been paid and 
where the conduct of the debtors have been much better than the 
average, and yet creditors have refused, and continue to refuse, the 
debtors’ discharge. On the other hand, too, it is a fact only 
notorious that, in some of the most flagrant cases, opposing creditors 
have been outvoted by relations or other friendly creditors, and 
debtors have been allowed their discharge where only nominal 
dividends, and, in some cases, where no dividends at all, have been 
paid. Now we are strongly of opinion that, it being now admitted 
that creditors have not exercised their powers over debtors’ dis- 
charges in such a way as to induce the Legislature to leave such 
power with them, power should be given by the present Bill to 
the courts having jurisdiction in pending bankruptcies and liquida- 
tions, in which the bankrupts or liquidating debtors have not 
obtained their discharge, to grant the same, with or without con- 
ditions, in the same way as is provided by clause 26 in the case of 
future bankrupts. 








THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION AS TO 
DESIGNS AND TRADE-MARKS. 
II. 


Art this point reference may be made to what appears to be a serious 
and unadvisable omission from the Government Bill. As already 
mentioned, the Acts of 1842, 1843, 1850, and 1858 all contain 
provisions requiring goods bearing a protected design to be marked 
also with a specified mark denoting that the design is, in fact, 
rotected, and giving warning to persons manufacturing similar 
goods that they are not at liberty to copy the design. The result of 
such a provision (which it is proposed by the present Bill to re- 
enact, as above mentioned) is naturally to cause an article bearing 
an attractive design and the mark of registration to fetch a higher 
price from purchasers, and also to prevent other manufacturers 
from copying a design which they would, but for the registration, 
be at liberty to reproduce. Obviously the benefits so conferred 
upon registered proprietors in consideration of their payment of fees, 
&c., ought not to be reaped by unregistered proprietors also; other- 
wise the latter would be protected without payment of any equiva- 
lent, and other manufacturers would be deterred fyom reproducing 
designs which they were at liberty to reproduce in the ordinary 
course of their business. Consequently, provisions are contained 
in the Acts of 1842 (section 11), 1843 (section 4),’1850 (section 
15), and 1858 (section 7) forbidding the wrongful use of the 
marks indicating registration upon unregistered designs, and the 
sale of goods so wrongfully marked, and the advertisement for sale 
of unregistered goods as if they were registered. Yet, although it 
is proposed by clause 93 of the present Bill to inflict penalties upon 
persons wrongfully asserting that an unpatented article is patented, 
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¢ clause 94, to inflict penalties upon persons AA a 
fig ‘he Royal arms, there is no provision in the Bi for 
gtully asserting that an unregi Ted design is regi 
s ah omission which ought unquestionably to be supplied 

system of registering designs is to be continued at all. 
erwise registration will confer no greater benefits than non- 
Mate since anyone will be able to obtain the advantages of 








registration without being registered. 
~ The only remaining clause of the Bill which relates specially to 
gigns is the definition clause (57), which defines the words 

design” and ‘‘ copyright.” With regard to this the only notice- 

able thing is that it follows the Act of 1842 in excluding from 
gistration as designs sculptures and other things within the pro- 
potion of the Sculpture Copyright Act, 1814 (54 Geo. 3, c. 56), 
‘gnd not the Designs Act, 1850, s. 6, by which the registration of 
_ any ‘sculpture, model, copy, or cast, within the protection of the 
pture Copyright Act,” is provided for. The power of register- 

_jng such works is stated in the memorandum to have been omitted 
‘gs unnecessary, and this may well be so, having regard to the fact 
that the Sculpture Copyright Act, 1814, gives a term of fourteen 
fo protection, instead of the much more limited period which 


d have been awarded to works registered as designs. With 
his exception, and those previously referred to, registrable designs 
ill apparently be identical with those now in the same category. 
rom this review of the provisions of the Government Patents 
with respect to designs a striking difference becomes apparent 
‘fetween the manner in which the law of patents is dealt with and 

at in which the law of designs is dealt with. In the former case 
| the principles on which the law has hitherto proceeded are altered 
‘fa yery many respects, old provisions are abrogated, new ones are 
‘ Inserted, other provisions not altogether annulled are greatly modi- 
' fled; in the case of designs comparatively little is added or taken 
f hs to principles, but a great simplification and abbreviation of 
| fhe language in which the principles are expressed and of the pro- 
_ gedure by which they are carried out is proposed, from which it 
' speems to result that, in the eyes of those responsible for the Bill, 
' the law of designs is in a much more satisfactory position than the 
Jaw of patents, and this may be conceded, even after making all 

allowances for the smaller value which is set upon designs than 
' upon patents, and the consequently smaller interest which is taken 

FF tutending the law concerning them. It ought also to follow 
that if the portion of the Bill which relates to patents once gets 
qe a through Committee, there is not much probability 









the Bill being wrecked on account of its provisions with respect 


designs. 


The portion of the Bill which proposes to deal specially 
ith the subject of trade-marks—viz., Part IV.—does not 
roach that subject in the same manner as the portions of the 

ll relating to patents and designs do those subjects. The Bill 
ses to completely re-organize the entire patent system, and to 
plify and much curtail the existing law as to registration of 

t . With respect to trade-marks little more is proposed to be 
done than to transfer the management of the registry from the 
Mgistrar, under the supervision of the Commissioners of Patents, 
Pe comptroller, under the supervision of the Board of Trade. 
¢ law is left unaltered, except in a few points, and the amount 

of condensation is not very great, seeing that seventeen clauses, 
ny of them containing several sub-sections, are substituted for 
Bi seventeen sections contained in the three Acts to be repealed. 
is is in part to be accounted for by the sub-division of some of 
the sections of the Act of 1875 into different clauses of the Bill, 
and in part by the incorporation into the Bill of the provisions of 
Some twenty or more of the rules by which the system of trade- 
mark registration is at present regulated. A remarkable omission 
from the Bill may be here referred to, which is that the Mer- 
chandise Marks Act, 1862, is not repealed and re-enacted, contrary 
to the course proposed to be taken with the Patents and Designs 
Acts, so that if a manufacturer wishes to register his trade-mark 
he will still have to refer to one Act, while having to refer to 
another for the purpose of ascertaining his rights with respect to 
Tecovering penalties for infringement. In the case of designs the 
same Acts relate to both subjects, and the same course is now pro- 
ay to be followed ; and it would be distinctly advantageous if 
| Phe new Act were to bring together the same subjects in the 


at the time when the Merchandise Marks Act was passed the mind 
of the Legislature was not ripe for a system of registration. 
The first clause in the marks part of the Bill is clause 58, 
which provides that on application, which must be made in a 
recited form, by or on behalf of the proprietor of a trade-mark, 
e mark may be registered. To this provision two objections are 
taken by trade-mark owners, the first being that the prescribed 
form, which is identical with that now adopted under the new 
edition of the Trade-Marks Rules, does not contain the statutory 
declaration which was formerly required of an applicant, that he 
was lawfully entitled to the use of the mark, and the second being 
that the application need not now be made by the person desiring 
to be registered. The two objections really form one, which is 
that, unless the applicant for registration is compelled to make 
himself responsible to the law for the lawfulness and bona fides of 
his application, a door is opened to those who are willing to take 
advantage of the reputation which has been acquired by others, for 
appropriating to themselves that reputation without incurring any 
greater risk in so doing than that of being detected in a mean 
attempt, which is not considered to be calculated to have a suffi- 
ciently deterrent effect. Another important omission from this 
clause is the entire failure to deal with or even to refer to the 
question of colour in connection with trade-marks, which has con- 
stituted a great difficulty for trade-mark owners, for those who 
have had to consider their cases, and for the registry, in conse- 
quence of its having been similarly ignored in the former Acts, 
As the matter stands at present, registration in colour is considered 
to have been effected in all cases in which a coloured representa- 
tion of the mark has been delivered at the registry on application 
for registration, the intentions of the Commissioners of Patents 
having apparently been somewhat exceeded in this respect, for 
they appear to have only intended that registration in colour should 
be given in cases where the registration was by deposit of the 
actual mark, which was only to be{permitted with regard to cotton 
marks, and other marks which were of some special character—e.g., 
where there were coloured threads on the edge of a piece of stuff, 
or in the wick of a candle. The whole question of colour still 
remains in a state of confusion, which it is desirable that the pre- 
sent Bill should clear up. For the sake of symmetry apparently, 
a refusal by the comptroller to register a trade-mark is to be made 
subject to an appeal to the Board of Trade, who may either hear 
the case or refer it to the court, but there really seems no reason 
why the question should not be referred at once to the court, as in 
the case of oppositions by individuals, without the intervention of 
the Board of Trade, which seems only calculated to spin out the 
litigation and increase the costs. ; 
Clause 59 of the Bill proposes to re-enact a provision which is 
contained for the first time in the new rules just issued by the 
Lord Chancellor, and which have for some time past been con- 
sidered desirable, by which an application is to be deemed to be 
abandoned if registration is not completed within twelye months 
from the date of the application by reason of. the applicant’s 
default. Without such a rule as this it is possible for an applicant 
to send in an application for registration, then to desist from 
pressing the application because it is inconvenient to him to pay 
the fees, or for some other reason, and then after five years hare 
expired to come forward and ask that the registrar may proceed 
with his application, the result of which is, as the registration dates 
from the date of the application, to give him at once all the 
advantages of a five years’ registration, without other persons con- 
cerned having tho usual opportunities for resisting the application. 
Moreover, the a ~mulation of such applications incumbers the 
office books and per,. »xes the officials. Power might also be given 
to the registrar tc x s.ove from the register trade-marks which 
have been decided to be bad by courts in which actions have been 
brought to restrain ali-:ed infringements. Inconvenience is 
caused by ‘such marks be . g retained on the register. Thus, in 
Re Mar (28 W. R. .59), one of the grounds on which 
the registrar objected to register a mark was its similarity 
to a mark which had been declared by the Court of Appeal in 
Cheavin v. Walker (L. R. 5 Ch. D. 850) to be bad, but which was 
still retained on the register. : a 
The definition clause is clause 60, which repeats the definition 
contained in the 10th section of the Act of 1875, with two or three 
alterations. Of these the most important is, that for the future 





hatter of trade-marks, in which they were only’ separated because 
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‘‘ essential particulars ” of which one must constitute or be contained 
in a registrable trade-mark. Trade-marks belonging to this im- 
portant class were denied registration under the Act of 1875, 
because of the great difficulty of distinguishing what really were 
‘‘fancy words not in common use” from what were not. But the 
convenience of owning a trade-mark which gives a name to the 
article upon which it is placed is so great that all sorts of con- 
trivances have been resorted to for the purpose of getting fancy 
words on the register, such as coupling a fancy word with a sig- 
nature, and there has as yet been no authoritative decision as to 
what is the result of such a registration; on the one hand, it was 
contended that the result was to protect the signature, but not to 
protect the fancy word apart from the signature, since that could 
not of itself constitute a trade-mark fit for registration; on the 
other hand, it was contended that when a trade-mark was once 
registered it was immaterial by the presence of what essential 
particular it had been qualified for registration, that the whole 
thing registered was what was protected, and that if the assump- 
tion of the fancy word would produce deception, there was an 
actionable infringement. All such questions will become obsolete 
after the new Bill becomes law. It must, however, be noticed 
that the wording of the clause requires amendment, since otherwise 
a single fancy word would not be registrable. This slip is the 
more remarkable having regard to the fact that the wording of the 
clause is altered from that of the 10th section of the Act of 1875 
for the express purpose of admitting to registration as an old mark 
a single letter or figure, which the wording of the Act of 1875 had 
been held to exclude. ‘‘ Brands” are also to be essential parti- 
culars, but it does not appear that this adds much to the existing 
definition, since metal brands, wine brands, &c., have all along 
been regarded as registrable, and have, in fact, been registered in 
numerous cases, so that the necessity for the change is far to seek. 
However, it is a change in favour of inclusion, and not of 
exclusion. 

The provisions with respect to the course to be adopted when a 
person is desirous of opposing an application for registration, 
which have hitherto been contained in the Trade-Marks Rules, are 
now to be incorporated in the Act of Parliament, and are contained 
in clause 65 of the Bill, the only alteration being that the period 
within which a notice of opposition may be given is now limited to 
two months. This may be convenient for the Registry Office, but 
it does not seem likely to produce any very substantial result, since 
it will always be open to an opponent, who was out of time for 
opposing the application, to apply to the court to expunge the 
entry on the register after it has been actually made, and that even 
after the lapse of five*years in cases within the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal in Palmer’s case. There are, however, two points 
in which the law with respect to oppositions might usefully be 
altered. One of these arises out of the method of proceeding 
first adopted by the late Master of the Rolls, and then by other 
judges, by which an opponent has to take out a summons for direc- 
tions as to the mode of trial as soon as the matter is ripe for the 
determination of the court. This summons, practically without 
exception, results in the applicant being directed to apply by 
summons for his application for registration to be allowed to pro- 
ceed, and unnecessary expense would be saved if that course were 
prescribed generally, and the summons for directions dispensed 
with. This point may, perhaps, be left to be corrected by a rule, 
but the other point appears to require the interposition of the Legis- 
lature. At present, when an application is opposed, all the costs 
which can be given to the successful party are those subsequent to 
the time when the case stood for the determination of the court, so 
that a man who makes an unfounded claim, and so renders opposi- 
tion necessary, or a man who opposes without cause, and so occa- 
sions the applicant expense and delay, is not, in any event, liable 
for the full amount of the expense he has caused, and may even 
escape having to pay any costs at all by the simple expedient of 
dropping his application or opposition, as the case may be, when 
the time comes for the question to be tried. This ought not to be 
so, and a provision should be inserted in the Bill giving the court 
power to deal with the whole costs from the beginning. 

When the trade-mark is registered, it is to be assignable and 
transmissible only in connection with the goodwill of the business 
concerned in the goods to which it belongs (clause 64). This pro- 
vision is taken from the existing law, but the 4th section of the 


Act of 1875, providing that subsequent proprietors of registered 










marks are to stand, as respects their title, in the same position 
if their title were a continuation of the title of the first regis 
proprietor, is not contained in the Bill. It is not very mate 
and may be omitted without danger, since the registration remaing — 
of the original date, and all that happens on transmission or assign 
ment is the substitution of one name for another as that of the 
registered proprietor. a 

Conflicting claims to registration are dealt with by clause 65, 
which re-enacts a part of section 5 of the present Act, empower. 
ing the comptroller to refuse to register any of the claimants until 
their legal rights are determined. Nothing is said in the clanse | 
about the question being submitted to the court ‘‘in the prescribed — 
manner,” as was said in the present Act, so that it is probably 
intended to allow the rule requiring the question to be tried on 
special case to drop. The fact is, that owners or claimants of 
trade-marks find it so difficult to agree on the facts to be sub. 
mitted, that hardly any cases at all have been tried in the “ pre. 
scribed manner.” When the facts are clear, there can seldom be — 
much doubt about the conclusion, so that it is too much to expect — 
an agreement on the principal point which is in dispute. 7 

Clauses 66 and 67 deal with restrictions on registration, and it is 
here that the Bill fails as much as anywhere to supply the 
deficiencies which experience has shown to exist in the present 
Acts. The first of these clauses forbids registration ‘‘in respect of 
the same goods or description of goods” of a trade-mark identical — 
with one already registered with respect to such goods or descrip. 
tion of goods, or so nearly resembling it as to be calculated to 
deceive. The words “‘ goods or description of goods” in this clause 
are substituted for the words ‘‘ goods or classes of goods,” in section 
6 of the Act of 1875, and the effect is to authorize the comptroller 
to register even identical marks for different goods in the same 
class. At present all goods in existence are grouped in fifty classes, 
so that many of these classes necessarily contain goods of very 
different descriptions, and notin the least degree likely toclashor even 
capable of clashing with each other, and yet the registrar has no 
option in the matter, but must refer each case to the court in which 
marks bearing even a comparatively remote similarity to one 
another are applied for in the same class. Of course it is perfectly — 
clear that a proprietor of a trade-mark might easily be injured by 
the user by another person of a similar mark upon goods of an 
analogous character, though not the same, and it seems that such 
cases are fairly met by the use of the words ‘‘ description of goods.” 
Whether it might have been possible to re-classify the goods, so a8 
to include in each class only such goods as were really analogous 
the one to the other, is an open question; but now that it is. pro- 
posed to proceed, not by the class, but by the description of the 
goods, a doubt arises whether there is any object in preserving th 
classification at all. The alteration se Bi may clearly have the 
effect of excluding a mark from registration in one class because of 
a similar mark being already registered in a different class. We 
have already observed, on another occasion, on the fact that the new 
rules anticipate this provision of the Bill. There is no doubt that 
the proper way of giving effect to the change of principle is by 
enacting it in the statute. 

This clause does not contain any reference to the so-called ‘‘ three- 
mark rule” laid down by Lord Cairns and the Commissioners of 
Patents, and adopted by some of the courts of first instance, by 
which a trade-mark used before the year 1875 is common to the 
trade only if it has been used by more than three firms ; if it has 
been used by three or two firms only, each may register it. There 
has never been any recognition of this principle in any Act of 
Parliament, or rule, or by the Court of Appeal, and it is, therefore, 
perfectly open to the Court of Appeal to disregard it at any 
moment. There is not even anything to prevent a judge of first 
instance from declining to admit its validity, and if it is a proper 
rule, as it may rightly be considered to be, it ought to be placed 
by the Legislature beyond the reach of question. It is, of course, 
based on the fact that several country dealers niight so easily have 
used the same mark in the same trade in different parts of the 
country with perfect bona fides before there was) any system of 
registration and advertisement by which they could discover what 
other traders were doing. 

Then, again, there is no reference to what is called ‘‘ representa- 
tive registration.” The corresponding section in the Act of 1875 
has been considered as indisputably referring only to cases in which 
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same man claims a series of marks, identical in essentials, but 


 iffering in non-essential respects only, cither all must be regis- 
tered, at a considerable cost and to the unnecessary incumbrance of 


the register, or some system of representative registration ‘had to 
be devised. The latter course was held by the Court of Appeal in 
Barrow’s case to be the proper one, and since then series of marks 
have been registered by representation, either by registering one of 


_ the marks and appending a statement that the registration also 
covered other marksin which the non-essential part was varied—e.g., 


by registering a label with ‘No. 1” on it, and stating that it 
covered ‘‘ No. 2,” ‘‘ No. 3,” and so on—or else by leaving blank the 
space intended to be filled with variable matter, and stating that 
in practice the space was filled with printed matter, or with the 
description of the goods, or making some other similar statement. 
This system appears to have worked quite satisfactorily until the 

i became of opinion that he could only give a certificate of 
registration in respect of the precise thing which was registered, 
so that he would decline, for instance, to do as he had previously 
been in the habit of doing, and to give a certificate of registration 
toa mark differing in any respect from the actual thing entered on 
the register. Of course, for home purposes this was immaterial, 
but for protection abroad it has been found that a certificate of 
registration in England of the exact mark is requisite, so that a 
man who used a series of marks slightly differing according to the 
euntry to which he was exporting, could not obtain protection for 
Wis mark in any such country because he had not registered the 

ise mark in this country. Hence, manufacturers are now 
tren to register the whole series of marks, to the incumbrance 
d the register, and their own increased expense. It would be 
weful to lay down that a definite system of representative regis- 
tration should be adopted, and that in such cases the registrar 
should be authorized to certify registration of each mark covered 
by the registration precisely in the same way as if it were regis- 
tered individually. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE REMUNERATION ORDER, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


Sir,—It is not, I hope, due to any unusual stupidity on my part 
that I find myself unable to obtain any clear guidance from the new 
Remuneration Order in the matter of charging clients. Here is a 
question which, perhaps, yourself, or some of your correspondents, 

be able, an kindly willing, to help me to solve. 
solicitor acts for vendor and purchaser. Is he entitled to be 
paid the full charges allowed by the scale in part 1 of schedule 1 to 
the vendor’s solicitor, and, in addition, the full charges allowed by the 
same scale to the purchaser’s solicitor ? 

Or, are we to say that in such a case, inasmuch as the work done 
bythe solicitor for his client, the vendor, in deducing title renders 
unnecessary ee Reig war of title, he is not entitled to charge his 
dient, the purchaser, according to the scale in schedule 1 at all, but 
must charge for what he does for the purchaser as (in the words of 

bOrder, section 2, sub-section mt ‘business, the remuneration for 

this not hereinbefore or, in schedule 1, hereto prescribed” ? 
appears to be no express provision made for a case of this 
sort, although the cases of one solicitor acting for purchaser and 
mortgagee, and of one solicitor acting for mortgagor and m' 


are  peoa provided for. Me” 


ang’? think there isno doubt that the solicitor acting for vendor 
rents i the matters referred to in Schedule I. Part I., is 
fntitied to full both as vendor’s solicitor and as purchaser’s 
solicitor. The reason for the omission to provide for the case was 
stated by a well-informed correspondent in our columns a few months 
4g0 as being that “‘the framers of the scale did not like to appear 
to sanction such a practice by providing for the case. They were 
the impression that if a purchaser found he had to pay as 

much to the vendor's solicitor for preparing his conveyance as he 


Would have to 9 pay to his usual solicitor, he would prefer employing | pany 


the latter.” —1ab.°8.J.] 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—What is the true construction of the scale of charges as to 
leases —e in Part II. of the Order as to Remuneration of 





Solicitors for the lessor add to the clause ‘£2 10s. in —. of 
each subsequent £100 of rent,” the following words—‘ And for any 
fractional part of such subsequent £100 of rent.” 

Solicitors for the lessee, on the other hand, interpolate the words 
‘* per cent. ” after the figures £2 10s. 

The result is an unpleasant argument which all would like to avoid 
by referring to some recognized authority. WALTER YOUNG. - 

29, Mark-lane, E.C., May 3. 

[We wish we could refer our correspondent to some recognized 
authority on the question, but we do not know of one. The general 
practice, so far as we have been able to ascertain, is to interpolate 
** per cent.” after the figures £2 10s.; and this is borne out by rule 
6 of rules applicable to Part II. of Schedule I.—En. 8S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


VESTRYMAN—INTEREST PRIOR TO Exzcrion in Vestry Contract—Evi- 
DENCE OF ACTING AS A Memsper or Vestry—Acrtion For Psnattizs— 
VARIANCE BETWEEN Contract ALLEGED AND THAT ProvED—MeETROPOLIS 
Locat Manacement Act, 1855.—In a case of Hunnings v. Williamson, 
before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 25th ult., an im ¢ question 
arose whether a vestryman who was interested, prior to his election to tb 
vestry, in a contract made by the vestry ceased, ipso facto, to bea memb: 
of the vestry, and in case of his attending and acting as a member becam& 
liable to a penalty of £50 in respect of each occasion on which he so attendeg 
and acted. The defendant was elected a vestryman of St. Mary, Islington, 
in May, 1882. Prior to his election, his brother entered into a contract with 
the vestry for the watering of the streets and other purposes. In consideration 
of the defendant finding the mo to enable his brother to carry out his 
contract, the brother assigned to the defendant a share in all moneys then 
due or that should ‘orth become due under the contract by the parish. 
At the trial evidence was put in that the defendant attended vestry meetings 
and acted as a member, and in of five different occasions on which 
the defendant so attended and a the plaintiff sought to recover penalties 
amounting in the to £250, being £50 in respect of each occasion, 
under section 54 of the Metropolis Local Management Act, 1855. Pollock, 
B., directed a verdict for the plaintiff for the amount claimed, and judgment 
was entered accordingly. A Divisional Court (Grove and Smith, JJ.) 
having refused a rule for a new trial, the defendant appealed. The Court 
of Appeal (Brett, M.R., and Bowen, L.J.) refused a rule. Brert, M.R., 
said it was contended that section 54 of the Metropolis Local Management 
Act only applied to the case of a person who become interested in a 
contract in which the vestry was concerned after he had been elected a 
vestryman. According to that contention, if a person was so interested when 
he became a vestryman, he could go on acting as such without incurring any 
penalty. It was difficult to suppose that the Legislature had made such an over 
sight as that. Section He agebare thatif any person occupying any of certain 
specified positions, of which membership of the vestry of a parish was one, con- 
tracted or was interested in any contract for works made with such vestry, such 
person should in such a case cease to be a member, and, if he afterwards 
acted as a member, should be liable to a npn | of £50 for each occasion on 
which he so acted. The present tense was throughout the section. It 
was not a disqualifying section, There was nothing to prevent an interested 
person from being elected. The meaning of the section was that if, at or 
after election, the person elected was in fact interested, he ceased to be a 
member, but that if he, notwithstanding, acted as a member, he became 
subject to the penalty. Then it was said that there was no evidence that the 
defendant ork as a vestryman, but a book was produced in which vestrymen 
were to sign their names, and the signature of the defendant appeared in 
that book. That alone was primé facie evidence of his ac as a vestryman ; 
beyond that, there was a book produced, which purpo to contain the 
minutes of the aces of the vestry, which must be taken to be evidence 
that what was mentioned in the minutes took place. Therefore the two 
books afforded primé facie evidence that the defendant was present and 
acted. Since the defendant was to be paid out of earnings accruing from 
the contract made by his brother, he was clearly interested in that contract. 
Lastly, it was argued that there was a variance between the contract alleged 
and that which had been proved. The powers of amendment conferred by 
the Judicature Acts rendered it almost impossible that such an ohjection 
could prevail. Bowesn, L.J., concurred.—Soxricrtors, Clapham & Fitch. 





Company—Winnine vp—ContrisvTory—Vormas_e Contract—Repvpi- 
ATION OF SHARES BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF WINDING Up.—In the case of Jn re 
The Scottish Petroleum Company, before the Court of Appeal, on the 28th ult., 
a question arose as to the liability of contributories in the winding up of a 
company of a shareholder who, before the commencement of the winding up, 
has repudiated his shares, but has taken no steps to get his name removed 
from the register of shareholders, A person to whom shares in the com- 
had been allotted, but who had, under the circumstances (as the 
cones a 0 ee eee ae to take the shares, wrote to the 
company on the 27th of November, 1880, repudiating re- 
questing that the deposit which he had paid might be returned to him. In 
answer to this letter the secretary of the com { 
the withdrawal, and asking for payment of er 8 
shares, The shareholder replied, insisting on his right to repudiate the 
shares, but he did not take any proceedings to 
after the commencement of the winding up of the company on the 27th of 
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May, 1881. Kay; J., held that the claim to be removed from the list 
of contributories was made too late, and the Court of Appeal 
AGGALLAY, LinpLEy, and Fry, L,JJ.) affirmed his decision, BAcGautay, 
J., said that the general rules applicable to questions f this kind might 
be concisely stated as follows:—(l) Every person who had el to 
become a member of a company, and whosé name had been entered on 
the register of members, was liable as 4 conttibutory in the éverit of the 
company being wound up; this was, ia substance; the effect of the 23rd, 
38th, and 74th sections of the Companies Act of 1862. . (2) The proposition 
thus generally stated was subject to the application of the well i 
tule in equity, that a person who had been induced to enter into a contract 
br the fraudulent conduct of those with whom he had con was 
fititled to rescind such contract, provided he did so in a reasonable time 
after his discovery of the fraud. In such cases thé contract was voidable, 
not void. (3) Fhis last-mentioned rule in its application to. contracts to 
take shares in a company which was subsequently ordered to be wound up 
had been modified to this extent, that the contract must be avoided, or that 
must be done which was recognized as the equivalent of avoidance, before 
the commencement of the winding up. The last-mentioned rule had been 
established by a series of well-known cases. Whether that which had been 
done in any particular case ought to be regarded as equivalent to an 
avoidance of a voidable contract must depend upon the circumstances. of 
the case. The general principle to be deduced from the cases was that 
@ person who did not take steps to get rid of a voidable contract to take 
shares until after the commencement of the winding up was too late. 
In other words, before the winding up there must not only be a complete 
repudiation of liability, but that repudiation must have been followed up by 
active measures to avoid the contract. What those active measures were 
must depend on the circumstances of the case. In the present case there was 
no question that there had been repudiation by the itareholde?. It might 
be a question whether that repudiation was made in time ; but, assuming the 
tepudiation to have been immediate, had he done everything that was 
necessary in order to make his repudiation effectual and to avoid the contract ? 
The correspondence with the company, in which, on the one hand, he claimed 
the right to repudiate and demanded a return of the money paid upon allot- 
tment, while the company, on the other hand, reftised to accept the repudia- 
tion and required payment of a call, put the parties at arm’s length, and 
though no er steps were taken on either side to Obtain a return of the 
allotment money or payment of the call, he was treated 48 a shdreholder by 
having notices of meetings sent tohim. Upon the whole, beyond repudiating 
the contract, nothing was done by him before the commencement of the 
up which was equivalent to an avoidance of the conttact, and he 
gould not now be relieved from his contract. Lixpvey, L.J., said that there 
had been a very clear repudiation of the conttact to take shares, but mean- 
w be ghee getaged orn Logreme onthe company’s register. If the cade 
could be decided on the principles applicable to contracts generally, he would 
be entitled to relief. But in the case of contracts to tdke shites, mere 
fepudiation was not enough, the person must have altered his status as a 
memiber of the company before the commencement of the winding up. In the 
present case the appellant had repudiated his — ut he had done nothing 
else, and the company had refused to accede to his repudiation. Another 
shareholder had sticcessfully taken proceedings epetnst the company on 
similar grounds, but there had been no agreement that the co y should 
be Legend by that — in other og A reg night have been a 
vague understanding to that effect, but there been no like an agree- 
ment by the company to stand or fall by the decision in that case, and after 
it the company went on treating the appellant as 4 member. The leading 
case on the subject was Oakes v. Turquand (15 W. R. 1201, L. R. 2 H. L. 
325). In that case there had been no repudiation by the shareholder before 
the commencement of the winding up; but in Kent v. Freehold Land Com- 
pany (16 W. R. 990, L. R. 3 Ch. 495) there had been a repndiation before 
the commencement of the winding up, and yet Lord Cairns in his judgment 
said that he could not see any distinction between it and Oakes v. Turquand. 
He could not have overlooked the distinction, if it had been a valid one, and 
he must have meant that if there had been only a repudiation by the share- 
holder without his taking any proceeding before the commencemen 
of the winding up to get his name removed from the register, his 
mame must remain there. The principle was this—the shareholder 
must, before the commencement of the winding up, have repudiated 
his contract, and have got his name removed from the register. This 
ge 5 vinding this —_ that if he had, before the ge riccomt § 
ment 0 inding up, taken proceedings to get his name removed, 
that would be enough, and there had been this further encroachment on the 
rule that, if one shareholder had commenced litigation, and there had been 
ree pom y with the company that all the shares in the same position 
d stand or fall by the result of that litigation, that would be sufficient. 
But no case which could now be relied on had gone any further. Fox's case 
(L. RB. 5 Eq. 118) was difficult to reconcile with the principle. In Burgess’s 
case (28 W. B. 792, L. BR. 15 Ch. D. 507), the assets of company were 
sufficient to pay the creditors, and it might have been said that Oakes v. Tur- 
quand did not apply. But still, Jessel, MR., said that the shareholder had 
not altered his status before the commencement of the winding up, and 
therefore, as between him and the other shareholders, he was bound. Fry, 
LJ., said that contracts to take shares differed from ordinary contracts. If an 
peg wk oane was voidable, aaa 4 repudiation would Ph ype: it. If 
an ordinary con pellant’s letter udiation 
would have been sufficient to avoid it. But the i enim | 
that contracts to take shares should be made known in a particular way to 
shareholders and creditors of the company. By the register, notice of them 
was given to all the world, The general principle was that no contract 
could be pe go fe affect the eagpom gry Ss under them by third 
parties, ugh it was true the creditors o com: other 
shareholders had not acquired interests directly under a paitiocar contract 





to take shares, yet they had acquired an indirect interest in conseqn 
it. The other shareholders had —_—— a co-contributory ; the 
had obtained a fresh possession; liable for the debts of the compihy, §) 
that, though a simplé repudiation was enough to avoid an contri 


which was voidable, in the case of a contract to take shares there. must fy 


réptidiation and something more. How much more was en ? 
removal of the shareholder’s name from the register was clea en 
¢ was enough pF megs had been taken by the shareholder it his 
namie temoved; ahd duly prosecuted. It was not necessaty to say how the 
matter would stand if the eedings had not been duly Becton: be 5 

rule ought not to be.extended. The appellant did nothing with his ] 
repudiation, and this was not enough.-—Soxicrrors, Felix Carter ; Pa 
Garrett, & Parker. 









Bri oF SALE—REGIsTRATION—‘ OnDER AND DisPosiTI0N ” oF GRANTOR 
—BIL1s oF Sate Act, 1878, s. 20—Btts or Saxe Act, 1882, ss. 3, 16.= 


In a case of Lx parte Izard, before the Court of r ry on the 26th ult:; an 


important question arose as to the retrospective effect of section 15 of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1882. Section 20 of the Bills of Sale Act of 1878 provided 
that ‘‘ chattels comprised in a bill of sale which has been and continues to by 
duly registered under this Act shall not be deemed to be in the possession, 
order, or disposition of the grantor of the bill of sale within the meaning ¢ 

the Bankruptcy Act, 1869.” 1 


Act, are repealed, but this repeal shall not affect the validity of anything dor 
or suffered under the principal Act before the commencement of this Act, 
But section 3 enacts that ‘‘ the Bills of Sale Act, 1878; is hereinafter referred 


to as ‘the principal Act,’ and this Act shall, so far as is consistent with the 


tenor thereof, be construed as one with the principal Act; but, unless the 


before the commencement of this Act, so long as the registration thereof is no 
avoided by non-renewal or otherwise.” The question arose thus, On the1 
of September, 1882, Chapple, a trader, executed a bill of sale of his furniture, 
stock-in-trade, and other chattels, in favour of Betts, a money-lender, th 
secure the repayment of a loan of £200, with interest, commission, and ex. 
penses. The bill of sale was registered under the Act of 1878 on September 20, 
On November 1 the Act of 1882 came into operation. On November 3 vel 
ef W, 


context otherwise requires, shall not apply to any bill of sale duly ar 


committed an act of bankruptcy by filing a liquidation petition, un 
his creditors afterwards resolved on a liquidation by artangement, ari 
pointed a trustee. When the act of bankruptcy was committed . the 
comprised in the bill of sale were in the order and disposition of the debtor, 
unless section 20 of the Act of 1878 prorented them from being so. 
trustee claimed the goods, contending that section 20 was absolute y repealed 
by section 15 of the Act of 1882, and that section 3 did not except the present 
bill of sale from the operation of the repeal. 
the claim, and the Court of Appeal (BAGGALLAY, LinpLEy, and Fry, L.JJ. 
affirmed his decision. It was urged, on behalf of the trustee, that section 
of the Act of 1882 only provided that the Act should not apply to “any bill 
of sale” registered before the commencement of the Act; whereas the order 
and disposition clause in no way affected the validity of a bill of sale, 
but destroyed the title of the bill of sale holder to the . go 
comprised in it; notwithstanding the validity of the bill of sale 
BaGGALLAy, L.J., said that the argumiént for the Ff ap on was that; thé ew 
Act having come into operation on Noveniber 1, the bill of sale holdet then 
lost the protection to which by section 20 of the Act of 1878 he was entitled 
down to that date, and the goods became in the order and disposition of the 
debtor. His lordship read section 3 of the Act of 1882 assaying that, ‘‘ unle 
the context otherwise requires, section 15 of this Act shall not appl. tO al 
bill of eale duly registered before the commencement of this Act.” tn oth 
words, section 15 provided that from thenceforth section 20—the sect 
which afforded protection to the bill of sale holder—should be repealed ; * 
m 





were it not for section 3, it might very well be said that as, from Novembe 
1, 1882, section 20 was repealed to all intents arid purposes; that is gi 
regarded the holders of bills of sale already registered urider the Att of 1878, 
as well as the holders of bills of sale to be thereafter régisteréd; the protection 
given by section 20 was absolutely done away with: But the exception 
introduced by section 3 was this—that the repeal of section 20 was hot 
apply to bills of sale previously registered under the Act of 1878; unless the 
context otherwise required. The words were very clear and distinct; 

20 was to be repealed in such a way as not to apply to a bill of sale 
registered before the commencement of the Act of 188 ) 


could find nothing, He thought the language of section 3 was 


to | 
relieve the bill of sale holder in the present case from bein, pope to ’ 
et the order and 


nalty to which he would otherwise have been yng 
isposition section (sub-section 5 of section 15 of the Bankruptcy 

Linpury, L.J., said that section 15 of the Act of 1882 sirtp led sec 

tion 20 of the Act of 1878, which, in substance, said that of th 

holder of a registered bill of sale should not be liable to be defeated by hi 






allowing the goods to remain in the order and dispositipn of the gramtor, Th 
owner of § under a registered bill of sale was to be treated as havin 
signified his dissent from their being in the order ahd disposition ol 


grantor, or on some other theory his title was to be good notwithsta 
that they were in the grantor’s order and disposition.’ Anything 
destroyed the title of the holder appeared to his lordship to affect the 
validity of the bill of sale, Section 15 was a little ambiguous ; the repeal 
might apply to bills of sale registered before the commencement of the Act of 
1882 or only to bills of sale registered after. But by section 3 the ambiguity 
was removed. By the word ‘‘context” his lordship apprehended that 
context of the Act of 1882 was meant, Did the repeal of section 


ot 





By section 15 of the Act of 1882; “ The 8th and ; 
the 20th sections of the principal Act (i.¢., the Act of 1878); and also all othet 
enactments contained in the principal Act which are inconsistent with this 
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bad 
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Mr. Registrar Murray rejected - 


ie Goatina . 2, unless the context - 
otherwise required. as there anything in the context contrary to the,com- | 
tinued existence of section 20 with et to such a bill of sale ? His ordahip : 
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thé words of section 3¢ Cotild you destroy the title af the holder of 

bill of salé. by the order and ot poste of the grantor notwith- 
g section 8? His lordship thought that would be a straining of the lan- 
; it would be too narrow # construction. It would be forcing the lan- 
of section 8 to say that it might relate to order and disposition, merely 
that did riot affect the validity of the bill of sale itself, but only the 
fitle of the bill of sale holder to the goods. Fry, L.J., thought it was plain 
section 3 was intended to preveut the application of any portion of the 
of 1882 to bills of sale previously registered under the Act. of 1878, 
#8 the context otherwise required. The Act of 1882 was not intended to 


fe ad code regulating all bills of sale, It was plain that a large class of bills 


pf sale was excepted from its operation. All absolute bills of sale were ex- 

e And in his lordship’s judgment, all bills of sale previously regis- 

under the Act of 1878 were excepted, unless the context of the Act of 

g2 required that it should apply to them. His lordship was of opinion 

iy the context did not for the present purpose require that the Act should 
apply.—SoLiciTors, Wood & Wootton ; Alfred Tilia. 





Paacrice—Sray or Procerpincs—Lis Atter PENDENS—ENGLisit Derenp- 
jut COMMENCING Foreten Action. —In the case of Hyman v. Helm & Co., before 
Chitty, J., on the 27th ult., a motion was made by the plaintiffs that the 
defendants might be restrained from commencing proceedings against the 
plaintiffs in San Francisco or elsewhere to recover the sum of £2 884 alleged 
tobe due from the plaintiffs to the defendants, the plaintiffs undertaking to 

ay into court any sum which might be found due from them to the defendants 
Pence the accounts in the action. It appeared that the plaintiffs were 

ts at San Francisco and the defendants commission agents in Man- 

7, and that the action was one of account as between principal and agent. 

e defendants, instead of counter-claiming or commencing a cross-action, 
hiivtitten to the plaintiffs intimating their intention of suing the plaintiffs in 
fan Francisco for a balance due. It was contended on b of the plaintiffs 
tithe question to be tried in both actions was the same, and the bringing 
dairesh and foreign action was vexatious, and on this point they relied on 

MHenry v. Lewis (L, R. 22 Ch. D. 397, per Cotton, L.J., p. 405, and the 
pasage there cited from Lord Cranworth’s judgmentin Carron Iron Company 
v. Maclaren, 3 W. R. 597, 5 X. L, OC. 416, at p. 437—viz., ‘‘ Where, pending a 

ion here in which complete relief may be had, a party to the suit 
institutes proceedings abroad the Court of Chancery in general considers 
that as a vexatious harassing of the opposite patty arid restrains the foreign 
procesdings ’’). They also offered to take a decree at once for an account 
pt al security for costs, The defendants, however, submitted that 

McHenry v. Lewis showed that the order asked for by the plaintiffs could 
anly,be made when there were special circumstances. The plaintiffs here 

ded in San Francisco and there was no equity justifying the court to 
interfere with the defendants’ right of suing the plaintiffs in their own 
country. Ounrrry; J.; said that no special case was shown by the plaintiffs, 
andit, did not even appear that the contract between the parties was 

In McHenry v. Lewis it was decided that special circumstances 

at be shown to stay an action where the plaintiffs and defendants were 
in the same. relation as parties both in the English and foreign courts. The 
osition of the parties in the case before the court was an additional reason 
against interfering; If the defendants had commenced a cross-action no 
tito stay could have been obtained, although the same terms were 
as been offered here ; there would have been an order for consoli- 
which, however; could not be said technically to be an order to stay. 
ared to his lordship that McHenry v. Lewis disposed of the case, and 
lita of Lord Oranworth could tiot be said to disturb the direct decision 
lenry.v. Lewis,.._The motion must be dismissed, but, as its bona fides 
to be unquestionable, costs would be costs in the action. —Sortcrrors, 
Sidgwick, & Biddle; Barnes & Bernard. 









korrce—Srrorat Examiner—Ricur 10 ATTEND—COoNTRIBUTORY AT- 
15 & 16 Vicr. c. 86, s. 31.—In the case of In re The Georgia Land, 
nner, and Colonization Company (Limited), before Chitty, J., on the 
Ault.,a motion was made that a witness might be ordered to attend 
dite a special examiner and answer questions which he had refused when 
. examiner to answer. It appeared that it was objected by the 
had been permitted to attend the examination, and 
01 examining. To this it was answered that the 
bger objected to was a contributory of the company, and therefore had 
ghi 2 the ae (In re Brampton and wn Railway 
iM R, 11 Eq. 428, 19 W, R. Ch. Dig. 40). Co in support of 
on, however, cited Jn ve Western of 









0 mule Oil; &e., Company (25 
195, L. R. 6 Ch. D, 190), and submitted that a contributory had 
right to be present unless he had obtained liberty to attend. There was, 
mreover, the sworn evidence of the solicitor’s clerk that he was, when 


e the examiner, representing the respondents, and had the conduct 


ting 
Proceedings, Curry, J., said that as the oe had now agreed to 
ao , there was salting for the court to decide. It was, however, pos- 
a stranger, oe he might not have obtained any liberty to 


ittend, yet might be said to be acting pro hdc vice ag solicitor’s clerk. | He, 
inklen’ was not deciding that point.—Soxicrrors, Wild, Browne, ¢ Wilde ; 





Cosrs—Snorrnann Nores or Evipenck.—In a case of I Reddaway 
before Pearson, J., on the Ist inst.; a question arose as to the costs of 
shorthand notes of evidence. The action was brought to restrain an 
ent ofa patent. Atthe trial a number of witnesses were 

examined orally, and a shorthand writer was employed to take notes of 
See evidence, es of 4 transcript of the notes being supplied each day 
the use of tle judge and the counsel on each side. Pransoy, J., held 





the patent invalid, and gave costs to the defendants. The defendarits’ 
couzisel asked that the of the shorthand notes might be included, and 
Pearson, J., allowed them. He said that in his the taking of 
shorthand notes of the evidence in cases of this resulted in a great 
saving of time and exponee to the parties, and he should 
costs of shortliand notes except. in very trivial cases in wi the costs 
would be out of proportion to the value of the matter in dispttte.—Sotrct- 
tors, W. R. Francis ; Shaw § Tremelien ;3 Ridsdale; Craddock; § Ridsdaie. 


Princrean AND Surety —Co-sureties—ConrrisuTion —Poticy oF 
InsuRANcE.—In a case of Atkins v. Arcedeckne, before Pearson, J., on the 
8rd inst., a somewhat novel question arose as to contribution between co- 
sureties. The action was an administration action. In theyear 1866 C. borrowed 
£13,000 from D., upon the security of some joint and séveral promissory notes 
of C. and three sureties, the sureties being i, B., and the testator. In 1871 
H., as one of the sureties, was called on by D. to pay the debt, and he paid 
the whole £13,000, and at the same time b. assigned to H. some policies of 
insurance, to the amount of £10,000, which he (D.) had effected on tlie life 
of C. On this occasion H: paid to D. the premiums which he had y 
paid in respect of the policies. Shortly afterwards C. died, aiid B. received 
the £10,000 from the insurance company. The testator afterwards died, and 
H. claimed to prove against his estate for one-third of the amount which he 
had paid to D, The plaintiff in the action (a creditor of the testator) insisted 
that H. ought to give credit for the £10,000 which he had réceived from the 
policies of insurance, and that the amount for which H: was entitled to prove 
could only be ascertained on the footing of his brin; into hotchpot the 
amount which he had received from the policies. And reliance was placed on 
Steel v. Dixon (29 W. R. 735; L. R. 17 Ch. D. 825), in which Fry, J., said 
(L. R. 17 Ch. D. 830), ‘The result of Dering v. Earl of Winchelsea (1 Cox; 
318), is to require that the ultimate burden, whatever it may be, is, as 
between the co-sureties, to be borne by them in proportion to thé shares of the 
debt for which they have made themsélves responsible. If that be the tase, 
it follows that each surety must bring into hotelipot every benefit which he 
has received in respect of the suretyship which hé undertook, anid if lie has 
received a benefit by way of indemnity from thé hae debtor, it appears 
to me that he is bound, as between himself and his ¢o-suretiés, to bring that 
into hotchpot in order that it may be escertained what isjthe f i den 
which the co-sureties havé to bear, so that the ultimate buh may be 
distributed between them, equally or proportionately, 4s the case may re- 
quire.” In that case the benefit which thé suréty was a? bring to 
hotchpot was a counter-security which had beeii given to him by the principal 
debtor, and it was urged on behalf of. H. that the same principle did not 
apply to a security such as a policy of insurance, which the su had, at his 
own risk, effected for his own benefit. PErARsoN, J., held that the prizciple 
of Steel v. Dixon applied, aid that in ascertaining the sum for which H. was 
entitled to prove in the administration he must give credit for the amount 
which he had received from the policies, but that, on the other hand, credit 
must be given to him for the premiums which he had paid, and for any 
money paid by him in respect of the assignment of the policies. —Soxrcrrors, 
W.L. J. Ellis ; Pearpoint & Lock. 





Wir1—Consrruction—Girts. or Rismmvary Reataxp Persona Esrare 
ro Same Persons—Susrensk oF VestiNec—Ricut to Inreriteprare Tico. 
—In a case of Williams v. Murrell, before Peatson, J., on the 21st inst., a 
question arose as to the right to the intermediate income of real and 
personal estate when a testator had made distinct gifts of the residues of 
his real and personal estates to the same trustees, upon substantially the 
same trusts, the vesting being postponed. The or made his will in 
1844; and by it he devised the residue of his real éstaté to two trastées in 
fee, upon trust to pay the rents to his wifé for her life, for her separate 
use, and after her death wpon trust to apply the rents, or such part 
thereof as should be necessaty for thé purpose in the discretion of his 
trustees, in and towards the maintenance and education of, his ter, 
and to accumulate the remainder thereof for her benefit until she ould 
attain twenty-one; and — her attainitig that on. trust to pay the 
accumulations to her, and thenceforth to pay the to her for her life, for 
her separate use, and after her death on trast to Convey the estates unto 
and equally between and amongst all and every the child and children of 


his daughter who should live to attain twenty-o1e, and their respective 
heirs, as tenants in common. But, in case his daughter should die without 
leaving any child or children who should attain -one, then 


trust to convey the estates to such person or persons a8 she should, er 
covert or sole, by deed or will appoint. And the testator; by a distinct 
clause in the will, bequeathed the residue of his personal estate to the same 
two persons as trustees, upon trusts correspon to those which he 
had declared of his residuary real estate, with this nce only, that he 
made no provision for the maintenance of sage ge ee ge minority, 
and the accumulation of the surplus income. @ will not contain 
any disposition of the rents of the residuary real estate, or of the income of 
thé residuary personal estate, after the death of the testator’s daughter 
and during the minority of her children, nor any provision for the 
maintenance of those children during their minority, The testator died 
in November, 1848. His widow died in Jan , 1864, The testator had 
no other child but the daughter. She married in June, 1863, and she 
attained twenty-one in December, 1863. She died in » 1866, 
She had only ‘one child, a daughter, who was born in May, 1864. The 
testator’s daughtér made a will in January, 1865, by which, yacht of 
her leaving no child who should attain twenty-one, d the 
power of appointment given to her by her father’s will in favour 
of other persons. The gtestion was whether the rents of the testator’s 
residuary real estate, for the period from the death of his daughter and 
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the attainment of twenty-one by her daughter, or her prior death, 
belonged to her in any event in the character of heiress-at-law of the 
testator, as undisposed of by his will, or whether those rents should be 
accumulated and goto the persons ultimately entitled to the estate. It 
was admitted that the intermediate income of the residuary personalty 
must follow the destination of the capital. Pxzarson, J., thought the 
question was a new one. As tothe general principle there could be no 
doubt, and there was no dispute. If, in one clause in a will, you found a 
gift of realty and personalty to go together to the same objects, then, if 
there were intermediate rents of the realty, and intermediate income of 
the personalty, the rule as to intermediate income of personalty was 
followed, and the rents of the real estate were accumulated in the same 
way as the income of the personal estate. In the same way, if there was 
a gift of a mixed fund composed of the proceeds of the sale of real and 
personal estate, there could be no dispute that the rule as to personalty 
would prevail. The present case was neither one nor the other of these 
entirely. _ The real estate was given to trustees, and by one set of 
limitations it was disposedof. Then came a gift of the personal estate to 
the same trustees, and it was disposed of by another set of limitations. 
But both sets of limitations were, in substance, the same. It so happened 
that there was an interval of time during which no person could take 
beneficially under the will, and, as both the gifts were residuary, the 
question was how the income of the real and personal estate accruing 
during that interval was to be disposed of. The question was whether the 
rule laid down in Genery v. Fitzgerald (Jac. 468) that when real and 
personal estates were mixed up in the same clause, the intermediate 
profits of both must go together, applied to the intermediate rents of the 
real estate. His lordship commented on that case and on Hodgson v. Earl 
of Bective (1 H. & M. 376), and Bellairs v. Bellairs (L. R. 18 Eq. 510), and 
said he thought the rule must be taken from the judgment of Lord 
Hatherley (then Wood, V.C.) in Hodgson v. Earl of Bective (1 H. & M. 397), 
where he said, ‘“‘ There is nothing on the face of the will which in the least 
can justify me in saying that the testator has mixed up the whole of his 
property in one mass, so as to bring the case within the rule in Genery v. 
Fitzgerald.”” The question therefore was whether the testator in the present 
case had mixed up the whole of his property in one mass. There were 
two distinct trusts of the realty and personalty, but there’was nothing to 
distinguish them from each other, except the fact that they were two trusts 
written on ee ere of the will. His lordship was of opinion that 
the testator had 'y mixed up the whole of his property in one mass, 
and that the rule in Genery v. Fitzgerald applied. The intermediate rents 
of the real estate must, therefore, be accumulated.—Soxicrrors, G. Bee- 
tham Batchelor ; Petgrave & Hodgkinson. 


PetrTion—PAayYMENT out oF Court—Lanps Crausss Act, 1845—Serriep 
Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 21 (i.), 32, 38, 40, 45—Appomntment or TRUSTEES— 
Tenant For Lire Exciuprep.—In Re Harrop’s Trusts, on the 27th ult., the 
petition was for the appointment of trustees of the will of Jonah Harrop, 
and for payment out of a sum paid in, under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, 
to them, under the provisions of the Settled Land Act, 1882. .Pzarson, J., 
in making the order, said: When I appoint trustees under this Act, I 
always mean to appoint independent persons, so that the interest of the 
remaindermen may be. preserved. A tenant for life has such extensive 
powers under the Act that I do not think it well to appoint him, and so 
leave it that the notice under section 45 of intention to sell has to be given 
practically by the tenant for life to himself, nor do I think that it was the 
intention of the Legislature that it should be so. 





EstorrEL—JUDGMENT—PLEADING—WAlIvER.—In the case of Re Defries, 
Nordon v. Levy, before Pollock, B., on the 27th ult., the defendants 
pleaded pendency of an action of Nordon v. Nordon, in which the wife of 
the plaintiff in Nordon v. Levy brought an action against her husband 
claiming settlement of certain property in pursuance of an agreement 
made before their marriage. The substance of the action of Nordon v. 
Nordon was whether the agreement was forged or not. Jessel, M.R., 
directed that issue to be tried, and on the 5th of July, 1881, the jury 
before Pollock, B., found that Mr. Nordon did sign the agreement. 
Chitty, J., in accordance with that finding, decided in favour of Mrs. 
Nordon’s claim for a settlement. The present action depended upon the 
same issue of fact as to whether the agreement was a forgery or not. 
Mr. Nordon, in person, said that the defendants ought to have pleaded 
the final judgment in Nordon v: Nordon as a defence arising after action. 
Pottock, B., held that, unless waived, the judgment, though not pleaded, 
was an estoppel.—Souicrror, John Hands (for the defendants). 





ADMINISTRATION—PREsuMPTION oF DgatH—Assets in ScoTLaND—PRreE- 
sumPTION OF Lire Limrration (Scoruanp) Acr, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 
47)—Justiryinc Szcurrry—Svurerizs nEstpent 1x Scorzanp.—In the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on the 1st inst., a motion was 
made (In the Goods of Milne) for a grant of administration on presumption 
of death. Andrew Milne, a sailor, whose domicile was lich, sailed in 
1866 for New Zealand, but left the ship at Callao. In h, 1867, his 
mother received a letter from him without any date, but bearing the North 
Shields and he had never since been heard of, although adver- 
tisements relative to him had been advertised in various newspapers. The 
only property by him in England was under the value of £10, 
but he was entitled to various sums eagease, | to about £600 as the legatee 
of two relations whose wills had been in Scotland, and also in 
respect of the estate of his father, who died intestate in that country. 
From an affidavit made by a Scotch advocate it appeared that, the pre- 
sumed deceased having died domiciled in England, the Scotch courts would 






















not, under the Presumption of Life Limitation (Scotland) Act, 1881 { 
45 Vict. c. 47), make a grant of administration pdt pg of deg 
Hannen, P., said that, since no administration could be o! in Scot: 
land, and there was a small amount of property in England, a gr, 
administration on presumption of death might be made. He o; 
arg da security to be given, but would allow persons resident in Seg, 
d to be accepted as sureties.—Soxicrrors, Wheatley $ Son. ey 
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ADMINISTRATION WITH WILL ANNEXED—LEASEHOLD—DzatTH oF Tawayp 
ror Lire—ExeEcuTor AND Restpuary Lecaters—GRant To REVERSIONER,— 
In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on the Ist inst.,a 
was made (In the Goods of King) for a grant of administration with a 
annexed under the following circumstances. The testatrix had 
a leasehold house to her sister for life, and directed that, upon her sister's 
death, the said house should be sold, and the proceeds of the sale divided 
between Adelaide Drew and Mary Gillam. She named four persons a 
residuary legatees, of whom her sister was one. The sole executor namej 
in the will took out probate and died, after having paid all th 
debts and liabilities of the deceased. The sister of the testatrix died 
shortly afterwards, and the other three residuary legatees were also dead, 
The executor had left no personal representative, and the personal repre. 
sentatives of the four residuary legatees were unknown. Mary Gillam’ 
having entered into a contract for the sale of the house, in case she 
should have power to dispose of it, Adelaide Drew, who was married, 
and was resident in India, executed, jointly with her husband, a power of 
attorney to her solicitor, Mr. Washington, empowering him to sell a 
assign the house; and she had also consented to the present appli \ 
for a grant to Mary Gillam of letters of administration with the will 
annexed of the unadministered estate of the testatrix. Hannen, P, 
ordered the grant to issue, limited to the leasehold house, on the applicant 
filing an affidavit stating that all the debts of the deceased had been paid; 
justifying security to be given.—Soxicrrors, Hicklin ¢ Washington. i 
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SOLICITORS’ CASES, 


Court or APPEAL. 
(Before Baccatiay and Corron, L.JJ.) 
April 18.—Barber v. Mackrell. 
Confirmation of invalid transaction—Ignorance of material facts, 


This suit was commenced in the Court of Chancery in oom, 1867, for 
the administration of the estate of William Thomas Mackrell, a solicitor, 
who died in February, 1867. He had carried on business in pertnes, first 
with John Christopher Lethbridge, and afterwards with and his son 
Christopher Lethbridge. The plaintiffs were two of the executors of 
Mackrell; the defendant was his widow, who was also an executrix. An 
administration decree was made, and afterwards inquiries and directions 
were added for the purpose of taking the accounts of the partnership. After 
the death of Mackrell it was discovered that a client of the firm owed thé 
firm a sum of £11,851, and negotiations took place between him and J. 
Lethbridge as to the payment of this debt, and the client offered to convey 
to J. C. Lethbridge a part of an estate belonging to him, called the 
Cottenham-park Estate, in payment of the debt. On the 13th of April, 
1867, J. C. Lethbridge wrote to the client, saying, ‘‘I have fully con- 
sidered the offer you made to me this morning, to convey to me 4 
remaining land on the Cottenham-park Estate, in consideration = 
taking upon myself the obligation of satisfying the claims of my late and 
present partners and myself upon you, and I t the same. I have’ 
prepared the conveyance for execution by you.’’ On the 15th of April, 
1867, the client executed a conveyance of the property to J. C. Lethb: 5 
The deed was in the ordinary form of an absolute conveyance to J.C, 
Lethbridge for his own benefit, and it was expressed to be made in con- — 
sideration of £11,851. No money, in fact, passed, but on the same day al | 
account was made out between the firm and the client, showing &@ 
balance of £11,851 due from him to the firm, and a receipt for 
this balance, signed by J. ©. Lethbridge, “for self and ers,” 
was handed to the client. In 1870 J. C. Lethbridge instructed counsel to 
repare a deed which was to contain a statement that the purchase had 
m made on behalf of the firm, and in satisfaction of the debt due from — 
the client to the firm, and a declaration by J. C. Lethbridge that he held 
the pro: on trust for the partnership. This deed was never com-— 
pleted. In 1874 an order was made in the suit in chambers for the sale of — 
the property thus conveyed to J. C. Lethbridge as of the assets of | 
the partnership. The executors of Mackrell consented to the of 
this order, and under it the property was sold, but it realized only £6,000. — 
Upon the subsequent discovery of the letter of the 13th of April, 1867 
(J. C. Lethbridge having meanwhile died), the defendant, who had the 
conduct of the ae, tos out a some, asking that the estate of J. C. 
Lethbridge should be charged with the loss to the partnership on 
the sale of the Cottenham-park property. Fry, J., refused ane. applicant ] 
tion. He was of opinion that the purchase was 0 y made by J. ©. 
Lethbridge on his own account, and not on behalf of the part ip, but 
he thought that Mackrell’s executors, by consenting to the sale of the 
property as assets of the partnership, had adopted the purchase as 8 
purchase on behalf of the partnership. His poe, bee ‘I should be 
extremely unwilling to set aside an order made by the court in the 
presence of the persons representing the three executors, without affidavits 
or evidence from them to show ti Se Sen ae na 
After the hearing by Fry, J, affidavits were made by one of the plaintiffs, 
and by the solicitor who had acted for the plaintiffs since September,” 
1869, to the effect that at the time when the order for sale was made in 
1874 they were ignorant of the existence of the letter of the 13th of 
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il, 1867, or the writ of the 15th of April, and were not aware that 
: neenp had ht the Cottenham-park property on his own 

punt, and that, if they are these ven they wera not have 
to the property being sold as of the assets of the partner- 
y, On the ea ne , they believed the statement of J. C. Lethbridge 

he had made the purchase on behalf of his firm. With the 
sddition of this new evidence the defendant appealed from the order of 


J. 
Te. Hordy, Q.C., and R. W. Ingham, for the eppetens. 

- Gookson, Q.C., and Prior, for the executors of J. C. Lethbridge. 
Bacoatiay, L.J., said that J. C. Lethbridge could not have bound the 
estate of Mackrell to the purchase of the Cottenham-park property with- 
gut the consent or the subsequent assent of his executors, and the sub- 
stantial question was whether they subsequently to the purchase gave such 
gn assent to it, that it must be regarded as a purchase made on behalf of 
the partnership estate. If the respondents were to succeed at all it could 
be by reason of what took place in chambers on the occasion of the 
for sale in 1874. J. C. Lethbridge and the executors of Mackrell 
concurred in that sale, and in recognizing the property as part of the 
ip estate. That was a very strong circumstance indeed, and if 
executors of Mackrell, when they concurred in that sale, had had full 
information of their rights in the matter, his lordship would have had 
the greatest difficulty in getting over what was then done. Fry, J., 
appeared to rely on the sale as in itself an accession to Lethbridge’s 
yersion of the original transaction. Baggallay, L.J., thought it was 
obligatory on those who endeavoured to yr om the sale, as a sale of part 
of the partnership property, to show that those who had the legal right to 
that view of the case were sufficiently informed of the real facts, so 
that they might know that they were acceding to a sale of the property as 
ip assets when they had a right to say that it was not so, the 
view being very much to their advantage. His lordship was not 
satisfied that any one of the three executors had sufficient information of 
thefacts to convey to their minds that they had a right to insist that the 
puperty was not part of the partnership assets, but was the private 
of J. C. Lethbridge. It was admitted that the original purchase 
was not known to any of them. - The appeal must be allowed, and 

order asked for by the summons granted. 
Corron, L.J., concurred. 
Solicitors, Mason § Edwards ; Lethbridge § Prior. 
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aad Hiex Covrr or Justrce—Querxzn’s Bencu Drviston. 

, for (Sittings in Bane before Grove and A. L. Surru, JJ.) 

me April 30.—In the Matter of a Solicitor. 

‘son This case raised a curious question whether a solicitor, who has been 
3 of defending an accused person before the magistrates on the preliminary 


investigation of a charge, is privileged from arrest under an “attach- 
ment’’ for non-obedience to a judge’s order, while returning home from 
thecourt. It appeared that the applicant in this case had been at Bow- 
street the other day, defending some of the parties charged with compli- 
city in some plot for the use of explosives, and while returning home he 
was under an attachment for non-obedience to an order for non- 
delivery of papers and non-payment of money, and he now applied for 
his discharge, on the ground that he was privileged from arrest, as he had 
been acting as an advocate, and was returning from the court. 

Hart appeared for the applicant in support of his application for dis- 


oa appeared on the other side, in support of his arrest and against 

Cock appeared for the sheriff, whose officer had made the arrest. 

It was admitted that the privilege existed in the case of an advocate 
Wiained in a county court or quarter sessions, against process merely civil 
inits nature, but the question was, whether it extended to merely prelimi- 
>» ctigpbammed before a magistrate, and also whether it extended to 

under an attachment which is a process of contempt for dis- 
obedience My hog 0 gh After a protracted argument, which took up the 
art 0: e ’ 

the Court posta the conclusion that the solicitor was not entitled to 
be dis It was, they said, doubtful whether the privilege applied 
to a solicitor ean as | istrates as an advocate for the accused on a 
eiainary examination of a case. The enactments in Jervis’s Acts left 
me open to doubt whether a solicitor was entitled to attend asa 
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right on such an investigation. They decided the case, how- 

ver, onthe other point, that the attachment was for a contempt, in diso- 
bedience of a judge’s order for delivery up of documents and payment of 
pr Came it did not appear that the order, even yet, had been obeyed. 
t for contempt was not in the nature of mere civil process for 
payment of money, but was forthe contempt of the court, and, there- 
sure, Was not within the privilege. Otherwise, it was obvious that the 

of the court Pros? 


8 SRR 


cs 


not be executed, and the power to commit for 

sages oliplrapae be very much impaired. The attachment in such a case 

of a cri character, and not mere civil process to enforce 

tof money. The application of the solicitor, therefore, for his 
was dismissed. 








Tn the course of our review last week of Messrs. Sichel and Chance’s book 
br es and Discovery, we questioned the correctness of the 
statement in the preface that since the Judicature Acts the subject of the 
Me had *« remained untouched ’’, on the ground that a second edition of 
| a a 8 book on Discovery was published in 1877. The authors state 

Mr. Hare’s book is dated December, 1876, although described in a 
tatalogue of legal books as published in 1877. 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


A special general meeting of the members of this society the 
Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 27th ult., the (Sir 

omas Paine) in the chair. 

The Presipent moved :—“(1.) That this society desires to express its 
sincere regret at the heavy loss sustained by the public and the legal 
fession, in consequence of the premature death of the Right Honourable 
George Jessel, the late Master of the Rolls. Recent legislation having 
the Master of the Rolls in constant communication with this society, 
meeting is desirous of a great and unceasing interest 
Soo brought ye i eles, Sas See doce og 

e suc) as they may thi in any movement for » in 
some mbt and ent form, the pis Be and esteem in which Sir 
George Jessel was held by the profession generally. (2.) That this resolution 
be communicated to Lady Jessel.”” He remarked this was a i 
which was entirely without precedent in the annals of the society, but the 
circumstances were very exceptional. There co no question as to the 
estimation in which the late Sir George Jems ball ban, both by the 
public and the profession. He was comparatively little known, except to a 
few, until he was appointed Solicitor-General, when he rose very rapidly, 
and had not been on the Bench twelve months before everybody was saying 
that he was the best judge on the Bench, and everybody was giving all the 
business he could to him, and there must have been a very remarkable com- 
bination of talent to have brought him to such a position, which he maintained 
until his lamented death. He was certainly possessed of very 
qualifications. In the first place, he must have had untiring ind 
the first, for he must have acquired very early in life that consummate 
knowledge of the principles, deiails, and principles of law which he always 
evinced. As to the acuteness and vigour of his intellect, no one be a 
quarter of an hour in his presence without being thoroughly convinced on 
that point. His judgment was generally right; and, though it was occa- 
sionally upset in the Court of Appeal, the reversals were very few and far 
between. He had, in addition, an unusual knowledge of matters ide the 
profession. It did not much matter whether it was a question of real pro- 
pe eS eee ies, or the custom of the Stock Exchange, 

rokerage in Mincing-lane, he was equally at home in all of 
ex parte evidence he was ever quick to have the facts before 
sessed a most remarkable intuitive power of seeing in a moment the 
a case, although this was partly due, no doubt, to his industry and the habit 
he of invariably reading over i whenever 
possible. The council been brought more into contact with him than 
any other member of the Judicial Bench, and they had always found him 
most courteous and exceedingly well ar may 7 listen to what was brought 


the council had for many years past endeavoured, as far as they could, except 
in very special cases, to bar the entrance into the profession of those who 
by education were not qualified to hecome members of it. There was not a 
single case of the many which had gone before him in which he had not 
followed the recommendation of the council. From what they knew of hiz 
they were aware that this did not arise from inattention. They mi 

upon it that he read all the pa: and grasped the principles on which the 
council acted, and invariably adopted them. As solicitors generally, 
he was a jadge whom all must hold in t. a solicitor who had mis- 
conducted himself grossly came before him, he did not meet with much 
mercy; but, if there was a prejudice epee ye to be raised against him, he 
always took care he had a fair trial; and a most remarkable instance had 
occurred in connection with a case only a few days before his which 
had not yet been fully reported, but had a in the Times. It was the 
case of Batty and Maynard, in the Weekly Notes of the 10th March. He (the 
President) would recommend every gentleman to look at it, and he would 
understand what he was referring to. Although, of course, the late Master 
of the Rolls might have had his faults—who was there that was exempt ?— 
the present generation of solicitors could hardly expect to find another man 
combining the same qualities. ‘“ He was a man, take him for all in all; we 
ne’er shall look upon his like — 

The Vice-Prestpent (Mr. Ebenezer Bristow) seconded the motion, 
marking that he felt it unnecessary to add anything to what had been said 
by the President. An assembly of lawyers was eminently qualified to judge of 
the services he rendered and the loss they had sustained. It seemed to him 
that they had not so many great judges that they could afford to pass over 
without notice the removal, in the very zenith of his career, of one whom 
almost all considered as great, even among the of the judicial 
sons who had adorned the bench. He thought it was fitting that they 
should record their sense of this, and concur in the general ion of 
feeling that some kind of memorial should be a not f 
of taking care that his memory should be ded 
because in his life he had a monument far more lasting: but 
purpose of recording their sense of the si services he rendered in 
ae, cone Ov Gee oss the profession and the public generally had 
in eath. 

Mr. E. Kuaper moved the adjournment of the meeting on the 
he Tad Serene pe cures» notice of motion which 
printed and circulated amongst the members. He also read a 
council, stating that they had not included itin the paper of business 
it was too indefinite in its terms and otherwise so expressed that 
thought they could not submit it tothe meeting for discussion. 
of motion was to the effect that a greater portion of the society’s 
be devoted to the defence of solicitors in attacks that might be 
them of an unwarrantable nature. 


was held at 
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The Presrpent observed that the council had thought Mr. Kimber’s pro- 
motion indefinite, and they had exercised their judgment with regard to 

it, especially in view of the fact that the paper was already full of business. 
Mr. Knuser gave notice that he would bring the motion forward at the 
next general meeting. : 
_The motion for ébjoictltineht was not seconded, and thé resolution was 

i inimously. 
Use or tHe Hatt anp Lrprary: 


Mr: W: P: W: Putttimoré moved a resolution for altering the bye-laws to 
thie éffect that the hall and library should be open to members every day 
(except of Sundays, Christmas Day, Good Friday, and days of public fasting 
atid thatikspiving), but giving the council power, during vacation time, to 
étitirely closé tHe hall or library for such period as might be requisite for 
fépairing of cleaning the same respectively. He said that in November last 
thie library Was closed for three clear days, and the hall for two days. This 
detutred, hé believed, three times in the course of the year, and was a great 
iitebtivetiierice; not only to the junior members of thé profession, who might 
riot Have ‘a good library, but to many country members who might happen 
tt be in London. The library was also closed one evening in each term, he 
bélieved, in order that the examiners might dine together. He urged that 
the exarttinations should be held in some other place, such, for instance, as 
the club todm: 

fr. C. Fokp seconded the motion. 

Thé PresipEent stated that the council were obliged to close the room 
dtiting thé examination, owing to the great number of candidates who 
presented themselves. They had used the hall twice during the last two 
Ch bere the library two or three days four times a-year at the outside. It 
was btful whether they had power to go anywhere else for the examina- 
tions; indeed, he thought it was clear that they had not; and it was 
impossible to carry them on effectually without these rooms being closed, 
The only alternative would be to lay out a large sum of money to provide 
atcommodation which would be useless except for a few days in each year. 

Mr. F: R. Parker could not think it to be right to take away, in any 
way; frori the members the enjoyment of a most important part of the 
institution, and; in shutting the library up for twelve days in the year, they 
were depriving thé Society of the most useful portion of the building. This 
was the only eg | where solicitors could read or refer to legal works, 
whereas the Bar fotir good libraries. He took the subject up, not so 
much on personal grounds as for the benefit of the younger members of the 
profession who did not possess libraries of their own. Of course, if the 
council had no power to hold the examinations elsewhere, that presented a 
great diffictlty in dealing with the measure. He could not see why the 
etaiminationé should not be held in the hall and other parts, atid the library 
bé left open: Now that the Law Courts were open, it wds more than ever 
: yt uphold the character of the society, and he thought it entirely 
} the charter and bye-laws that the library should be closed. 


necessary 
it. on 


Forp asked whether there were not some other rooms available for 





Othe Buns 
meENT: I am told by the secretary that all the rooms are used 
during the examinations that we are able to use. 

Mr. Forp: Exclusive, I suppose, of the club room ? 

Mr. Macarruve said that the council had power to use any part of the 
club if they required it for dining, and they could have it for the purposes of 
the examinations. 

Mr. J. Exitaor Fox saw no necessity for taking the club. Surely, out of 
the fées teceived from the extraordinary number of candidates the council 
would be able to engage a r room in which to hold the examinations. 

The motion was ptt, when the numbers were, for the motion, 66 ; against, 
71. It was acc ly declared to be negatived. 

Mr. C. Forn said that he would have liked a poll on the question, but he 
understood that as the bye-laws stood that was not competent. 

The Presmenr did not think it was. .The council, of course, were not 
desirous to inconvenience the members, and had every disposition to take into 
consideration the accommodation of members using those rooms, but they were 
advised that it was very doubtful whether they cotild take the examinations 
anywhere else. The numbers were constantly increasing, and the members 
were put to as little inconvenience as possible, 


County Covnrs. 

Mr. F; K. Mewnrox, in the absence of Mr. Thomas Collins, the chairman 
of the coniinittee appointed by the society to inquire into the practice and 
procedure of county courts, moved the adoption of the report of the 
committee, which, after 4 varicty of suggestions, concluded as follows: 
—“Bubject to the foregoing suggestions for the improvement in the 
practice and ait tei substantially adopted, the concurrent (but 
not exclusive) Common Law jurisdiction of the County Court might 
be usefully extended to £200.” To this was added the following 
footmote:—“ ‘The recommendation for concntrett extension to £100 was 
unanimots, but that for £200 was carried by the casting vote of the 
chairman.” Yor the putpose of convenience, he, as Honorary Secretary, 
would move the adoption of the report as it stood, but hoped that some one 
would move an atiendment altering the amount to which the jurisdiction 
was to be extended, This was a subject on which many differences of opinion 
had been expressed at these meetings, and any arrangement to which they 
might come must be one of compromise, There were nearly thirty members 
committee oe shower the south, east, north, and west of England, 

eral them practising in the metropolis, arid they had brought 
_ prv-rm roto eg oe every rage hg ri Bog any section 
sly to present, e something like 

dozen Freep 4 some of which had occupied the members nearly all day, 
attention had been given to every suggestion that could be 


fr 





made. In cpa the committee had genial with every 
throughout the kingdom, so as to have their practical views upon th 
before any resolutions were come to, He had also had ee 
of the registrars of the metropolits 












































1 county courts for the purpose of taking 
their opinions. Every means had therefore been used to arrive i PF 
clusions of those competent to give gpinichs on the sabject, He had oy 
and over again in that room shown himself to be one of the strong 

nents to the county courts as regarded the amount, and all he co 
in justification of having unwillingly concurred that the jurisdiction 
be extended was that there had never been a period at any time since 
Common Law Procedure Act was passed, when there had been a worse 
of confusion in the law courts than now. anys who had entered a coy 
jury cause lost sight and control of it, and it would be far better to t 
to the county court. There was absolutely no possibility of ascertaining 
when the cause would be heard. For these reasons he had changed his view 
as regarded the propriety of enlarging the county court sig sam p inci 
dentally he might say that the printed rules which had been issued did not 
substantially affect the report, and, in adopting the report, Shey) mish 7 
that they were asking for something that had not been given to them 
other form. Recently an Act was passed which gave the county court j 
the opportunity of giving costs on the higher scale, however small the amo 
recovered in certain cases. He mentioned this because the committee. 
not touched upon the question of costs. They had rather been looking at 
main interests of suitors. sca 

Mr. W. W. Haxwarp (Rochester) seconded the motion, As registry 
of a county court, having Admiralty as well as other jurisdiction, he though} 
that if the alterations and suggestions were adopted the county opus 
be found to work very well indeed. Of course there had been. different 
opinion on the committee, but it, was an united report, except the last won, 
and there he perfectly agreed with Mr. Munton that the concurrent ju 
tion should be limited to £100. ca 

Mr. C. Forp thought it a most excellent report, for one reason, tha 
suggested that solicitors should have the right of audience in the Co 
Appeal in cases brought from County Courts, and because it also prop 
do away with the unjust section of the Act of 1852, by which one soli 
was prevented from instructing another to act as his advocate in the 
Courts. 

Mr, Metvintz Green thought that. the report should be left with 
council, because any recommendations to those who framed Acts of P; 
ment should come from them, and not from a sub-committee of the Society, 
He moved an athendment that the committee be thanked for the report and 
that it be left with the council. 

Mr. T. Marsuart (Leeds) seconded the amendment: 

Mr. J. ANpERsoN Rose (London) was opposed to the opinion of the meeting 
being taken. No one had read the at. g 


A discussion enstied as to whether it was competent to proceed with ti "i 
eventually, the report ‘vas o1 


motion as no notice had been given, an 
to stand over until the next general meeting. 


QuEstions To THE Councrt—Lrcat Epvucation, &c. 


Mr. Cuartes Forp asked the following questions :—*‘(1) Whether 
council will take steps to secure the reintroduction, dur , ee ' 
of 1 


of Parliament, of the Bar Education and Discipline Bi 
Whether the council propose to Pg and if s0, when, the second or Sup. 
plemental Report of the Special Committee of the Society oh Legal 
cedure? (3) What are the intentions of the council in r to the 
posed legislation in reference te the duties of notaries public? (4) What i# 
the present position of the appeals in the Law Stationers’ Actions? (0 
Whether the council are prepared to take steps with a view of introduce 
into Parliament a Bill to secure the establishment of a Law University or 
School of Law? (6) What segs (if any) the council have taken in regard 
to a resolution p on the 11th July, 1879, declaring that solicitors ough) 
to have audience appearing as advocates before Courts of Quarter Session 
The Present replied, in effect, as follows: — (1) What was wi 4 
had been practically conceded by the Inns of Court, and the council did, not 
see that they were concerned in Bar discipline, and therefore did not thin 
that they had anything more to do with the measure. (2) The council 1 
not prepared to publish the report at present, It was a confidential re 
made to them. ‘They had been in communication with the Lord Chancellors 
emaee ef upon mattersconnected with thereport. (3) The bill wasre 1d was. 
now under the consideration of the Lord Chancellor, or it was going to be sent. 
to him. (4) They were expected to be taxed on the following Monday (30 
st) od) ince the scheme was dropped bar examinations had been est 
bli and the Society’s systern of examination had been tised,. 
under the Act of 1877 certain powers previously vested in the judges wet 
now vested in the Society; and without committing the council, though 
they would bob oye to assist in any well-considered scheme for the bene! 
of the profession, they were not prepared at present to take the initia 
(6) The council Pr hatha ta an amendment to thut effect with a view @. 
having a provision inserted in the Criminal Code Bill now before Parli ? 


Tue Law Cxvp, 


The following notices of motion were upon the paper of business:— 
Mr, C, Foup:—(1) That the recent correspondence between the 
of the society and Mr, Charles Ford be now read, and that the charters am 

a copy of such correspondence be forthwith submitted to counsel for 
mg on as to; (i.) Whether, under the charters, “the general if, 

the society in promoting professional improvement and fac alist 
acquisition of legal knowledge,” for which such charters wore ‘ 
include the on of a club by the society, and the eerg y and hold» | 
ing of land and premises for such a purpose (seo pages 4 and 6 of print ob: 
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. (ii.) Whether the appropriation of a considerable portion of 
ry giniosa for the aie or any other club, free of rent, is 
by the charters. 
. R. Macarruur:—That a committee be appointed to inquire into 
sport upon the circumstances under which the ‘‘ Law Club”’ is per- 
to occupy @ large portion of the society’s premises rent free, the 
fy paying rates and taxes for the same. 
Gzonce Wuatz :—(1) That; having regard to the proximity of the 
Courts of Justice, it would now be of great conveniénce if; in some 
samain the buildings belonging to the Incorporated Law Society, members 
wuld obtain lunchéon or refreshwient at reasonable charges, without the 
“dal iia of £10 and £6 yearly now payable by every member 
ities he can obtain any refreshments in the Institute. (2) That the council 
sequested to take early steps to provide this accommodation, and, if neces- 
ind upon equitable terms; to remove tenants occupying the requisite 
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Present stated that, as these motions réferred to the same subject, 
fe council had communicated with the gentlemen proposing them, suggest- 
fig that they should be brought on it one motion. 

Mr. Forp said that he had placed himself in communication with Mr. 
Macarthur and Mr. Whale, and they had decided upon the following 
motion: —‘‘ That twelve members of the society, four to be a quorum, be 
gow appointed to inquire into and considér and report to a future meeting of 
tie the facts as to the occupation of part of the society's buildings by 

ig Law Club; and as to the desirability of providing refreshment rooms on 

4 *s premises for use by all members of the society ; and that it be 
aninstruction to such committee to take the opinion of counsel as to the 

we and constitution of such club in view of the charters.” He confessed 

Wi gesonall , he should be prepared to leave out the question of refresh- 
mentrooms. It was, however, only proposed to send it to a properly con- 

stitatel committee, who would report; and it was for the members of the 

qgundl then to do as they chose. 

Presment remarked that the resolution went further than the 
and he must put it to the meeting whether it should be brought 


Apdms called attention to a document which had been citculated 
amongst the members of the club; and which placed them at an advantage 
in ing information as to the origin, &c., of the club. He suggested 
ihe further consideration of the matter should be postponed, to give the 
council an opportunity of circulating some such statement amongst the 
members of the — 

Adiscussion ensued as to whether the motion should be proceeded with, 
and eventually Mr. B. J. L. Frere (Lincoln’s Inn-fields) moved, and Mr. 
B. @, Laxz (New-square) seconded, that it should be considered. 

Mr, Apams moved an amendment, and Mr. Kine seconded, ‘‘ That this 
motion’ be pos oned until the next meeting; and that the council be re- 

to circulate a statement with regard to the club amongst the members 
society in the meantime.” : 

Fitcxt (London) said that, if it were postpotied, he should 1iké to call 
theattention of the meeting to the fact that sonie by-laws otight to be it- 
ttodticed to protect the members from thé re-introduction of sitbjects so often, 
Three ago the etitire question had been fully discussed ant votett 

under resolutions of 4 most direct character. 

amendment was put and negatived. : 

Forp is conviction that, if a poll of the tettibers of the 
satiety was taken the vote would be overwhelmingly in favour of his motion, 
Hewould be sorry to see the club extinguished, but he cotild not see whith 

there could be to the committee proposed. 

W. Moat seconded Mr. Ford’s motion. 

Me. Gare supported the motion on the ground that he did not under- 
sand the question, and wanted the information that a committee would give: 

Mf, Macanratvr was strongly in favour of the motion. This had been a 

iting question for the last gr years. It always had been a cause of 

01 that a large portion of the premises of the institution that were 

for the holding of examinations and other purposes should be given 
tomexclusive body without their paying rent or taxes, or for the lodgin 
servants. If the club could not pay rent for the rooms, they could 
do what was fair and right—admit every member of the society on paying the 
entrance fee and subscriptions without ballot. It was only the ballot he 
icted'to. Any :solicitor who was fit to become a member of the institu. 
fit to become a member of the club. At the last meeting it had 
Out that some of the members claimed a proprietary right in the pro- 
‘the institution 90 far as it was devoted to the club. He declared 
of the charter that any proprietary right that was ever estab- 
iven up on their receiving the charter, and that every possession 
on was to be held entirely for the benefit of all the mombers 
@ society paid the rent and taxes of the house at the corner 
for the benefit of the club servants, and when they objected 
@ secretary said the assessment was upon all the premises of the 
fhat the members wanted was some place where they could get 
as hurry; arid on equal terms. He characterised the use of 
club as nothing less than a legalised robbery of the funds 


i Gaipaie (London) asserted that everyone could make themselves ao- 
quainted with the facts set forth in the document which had been referred 
AS going to the secretary of the society, the minutes, &0., from which it 
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being accessible to every member. The committee now proposed 

not for of wane information about the club, but for 
Tid of it. “He did not wish to suggest this as far as Mr, Ford was 
It would possible for the club to exist without the ballot. 


, ar. Brown conter t it was a waste of time for the committes to 
inquire @ into measures about which every membor could satisfy himself, 
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Mr. Josera Moar thought a case was made out for inquiry. 

Mr. B. J: Laxe supported the motion for a committee, because this was 
emphatically a question on which information was wanted. It had béen 
stated that anyone who liked could have got the information. He could 
only say that he had been a member of the club ever since he was a member 
of the ftps sore and had endeavoured to get the information which was 
now before him, and had and hopelessly failed. Anyone who did not 
[eo club. “The club qauion wad coxeiity coming ap aid intectotig with 

club. 6 club que: was 66) i and interf with 
business, and it should bé settled onice for oo 4 = 

Mr: T. H. Devonsatre (London) thought the subject was not brought 
forward in a legitimate and commendable way. There was a bye-law dealin 
with the cltiib, and, if any objected to it, bi Fe they not come f 
manfully and endeavour to get it repealed ? ilst the bye-law remained, 
he doubted whether the subject ought to be discussed at all. 

Mr. W. M. Watrers asserted that when they were going to attack an 
institution which was part and ler of this great society, it was for them to 
show why it should be upset. It was not for them to come and ask for a 
roving enquiry, however the committee might. be composed. They had the 
materials for enquiry at their disposal, and if Mr. Lake had not been able to 
obtain those materials, it was simply because he had not attempted. He 
(Mr. Walters) had got the materials without difficulty, and he thought he 
esuld in a very few words explain the question. Mr. Ford seemed to think 
that the whole question was governed by the charter of 1845. That was 
not so. The charters that the society had received successively were not the 
origin of the society. The deed of settlement and successive charters were 
given for the purpose of enabling the society to carry out the purposes for 
which it was originally founded, and in the charter of 1845 there was not 
one solitary word specifying the purposes of the society. It simply dealt 
with the machinery of the society, and enabled them to carry out the 
magnificerit act of the then owners of the institution, when they gave up 
their proptietaty shares and metged them for the benefit—— 

The Presipent: I am afraid I must stop you. The question is whether a 
ecmmittee should be appointed. 

Mr. Waurkrs sdid the committee was not necessary. The charter of 1845 
was pipe for the better carrying into effect the professional purposes for 
which the society was originally established. In the original prospectus of 
the society the club formed a part of it, and.also in successive prospectuses ; 
and when the chatter was obtained the club was a part of the institution 
then. It was born with the birth of the society. 

Mr. Etterton said it was clear there were matters to be inquired int 
therefore the coumittes ought to be Bg meso He asked if anyone could 
tell him of a Club that existed withou paying rent for its premises? The 
club édid; “ We will use your premises, but we ignore you.” 

Mr. Fricet urged that bye-law 37 remitted the whole subject of the clab 4 
the council, and whilst that bye-law éxisted he did not think it would be 
all regular to appoint a committes. 

The Preswent, in answer to. Mr. Kimber; stated that the document to 
which reference had so frequently made had emanated from the club. 
The council knew nothing about i 


The motion was put with the "bilawitig result: For the motion, 96; 

against, 99. @ motion was therefore negatived. 
. The room was immediately afterwards almost entirely emptied. Cries of 

“Divide” wore d, when weet 

The Paesrpant said: I believe it rests entirely with me to declare whether 
a division shall take place or not. So many gentlemen have been leaving the 
room that I do not think it would be fair, on a close vote such as this; to 
have a division. We must depend eatirely upon the show of hands. 


Lear Epvcarron. 


Mr: Forp withdrew the following motiod; of which he had given notice— 
“That thé systern of profestionil éduéaition and examiifidtion at present 
adopted by the society is unsatisfactory, and that a committee, chosen from 
the couticil and general body of members, be appointed to comsider the best 
miode of impfoving such system, did the desirability of establishing a law 
university or & School of law,’—in favoar of one given by Mr. Dodd. 

Mr. G: R. Dopp moved :—“ That, having regard to the large amount 
annually received by the society, as fees for examinations, it is now ex- 
pedient, for the further encouragemerit of legal study, to establish four 
studentships of £50 each—tenable for two years—two of which are to be 
awarded every year.’ He said his principal redson for bringing it forward 
was that the society had just added a charge of £1 to each person desiring to 
sit for the ‘‘ Honours” examination; but previously they bad had plenty 
funds. In 1879 they received £9,925 for examination fees, and 
$5,104, the total income being under £20,000 ; half their funds were there 
for derived from articled clerks’ examinations. In1$s80; $9,971 had been 
received, and £5,557 expended. In 1881; £10,719 were received, and 
£5,900 expended. Having regard to sevtion 8 of the Solicitors’ A 
1877, which expressly provided that all = 90 paid for these 
examinations should applied in payment expenses 
reference to examinations, lectures, and teaching, the 
they had not acted up to that section. They had pleaty 
to found scholarships or studentships. 

Mr. a seconded the motion. Sas ail ji aii ti 

Mr. Parinuore opposed ion on gro 
tendency of these schalatehtps would be most mischievous. It would be a 
very éxcellent thing for the tutors and examiners; and they were 
plagued with gp ener omen oo a - It would benefit the 


fuads, and ought 


i 


of Court, as students getting sch ips would go to the bar; and the 
solicitor branch would lose the most excellent young men, and the scholar 
studerity bat to those who were able to pay 


ships would not go to the poor 
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Mr. Pennineron was mally in favour of making every effort to 
improve legal education; but the council were in the position of a person 
who wished to do something which was very le, but had not the 
money. The society’s debt at the present time was £30,000, and, before they 


s 


incurred any further obligations, he thought it was their duty to pay their | the Co 


debt. The society could not treat the examination funds separately; but 
must treat the whole of their income as an gate amount to enable them 
to pay the expenses of ing on the business of the society. If they 
attibuted a fair amount of the expenses to the examination the results would 
be far different from Mr. Dodd’s figures, and, perhaps, there would be no 
balance at all. At the present time the society were about to be put to some 
considerable expense in improving the members’ lavatory accommodation, 
which was extremely deficient, as they all knew ; and this was an additional 
reason why the motion should not be entertained. 
Mr. Dopp eventually withdrew the motion. 


Pott or Mempers. 


Mr. Ferp moved, ‘‘' That the Bye-laws be amended so as to provide for 
taking a poll of the members of the Society.” 

Mr, Macarruur seconded the motion. 

Mr J. ANpERson Rose contended that this was not a proper matter to be 
determined by the members. They had a council, and unless they had a 
notion to get rid of them, he did not see the use of it. If the council were 
not competent in such matters, the present tiny meeting was not fit to say so. 

Mr. J. Exxror Fox supported the motion, as no harm could possibly result 
from a bye-law being inserted providing an appeal where necessary. 

Mr. Puriimore moved the adjournment of the meeting. 

Mr. Green asserted the practical impossibility of carrying the motion, 
which did not amend the bye-law. A distinct motion for amending the bye- 
laws was ni . How could they take a poll on any question? A poll 
occupied at least three weeks, during which the business would stand still. 

Mr. Lax quite agreed with Mr. Green, and also with the suggestion that 
the meeting was too small to deal with such a question as to whether they 
should alter the entire constitution of the Society by introducing the question 
of a poll, and practically abolishing those who had taken the trouble to come 
to the meeting and listen to the arguments. No grievance was suggested 
in the present mode of carrying out the decisions of the Society. Whenever 
a question of sufficient interest came before them, the members came to the 
meetings. ‘were many who could carry their memories back to the 
discussions on the legal education resolutions when the hall could scarcely 
contain those who attended. It would be most unsatisfactory if those mem- 
bers who had not attended had the power of overriding the votes of those 
who were present. Why did they f° back to a principle that had been 
denounced more than once in the House of Commons as existing in the 
House of Lords. If the motion were carried, they would go far to decrease 
the interest in these meetings, being content to vote when the voting paper 
reached them. He hoped the meeting would pause before taking so retro- 
gressive a step. 

The Prestpent put it to Mr. Ford whether he did not withdraw his 
resolution. The resolution meant an alteration of the bye-law, which would 
have to be confirmed at a subsequent meeting. 

Mr. Foxrp consented to withdraw the motion, for the reason that the meet- 
was now very small. 

r. Cox, as a country member, distinctly objected to a poll. The country 
members relied very much upon what was done by the Council, and if they 
thought there could be a canvass about any particular matter they would 
lose all interest in the Society. 

The motion was, by leave, withdrawn. 


Mrixvres or Last Mezrina. 


Mr. Macarruvur had given notice of a motion for altering the minutes of 
the Special General Meeting of the Society, held on the 31st January last, 
on the ground of incorrect procedure, but 

The Presipent read an extract from the bye-laws, by which it was laid 
down that incorrect ure must be remedied at the meeting. He also 
said that the minutes would come up for confirmation at the annual meeting 
in July, at which time any motion which refer to them could be made. 

Mr. Macarruur was aiicodion the meeting, when 

The Pazswent ruled him out of order. 


Preparation or Assignments, &c. 


Mr Macarruve moved, and Mr. Kiser seconded :—‘‘ That in the opinion 
of this meeting the insertion in a lease of a covenant that all assignments, 
&c., should be prepared by the solicitor of the lessor at the cost of the lessee, 
is an unjust interference with the business of the lessee’s solicitor, unfair to 
the profession generally, and should be discontinued ; and that where such 
covenants exist they should not be enforced by the lessor’s solicitor.” 

The Presmpent stated that the question was under the consideration of 
the council in 1875 when they passed a similar resolution. A great majority 
of the council agreed with the view that these covenants were objectionable, 
and communications were addressed to the solicitors of all the companies 
in the City who had adopted them, and. some of them had their 
—— He objected to these covenants very strongly, and thought them 


vi i 

“de. Kenan referred to a Bill which had been introduced by Mr. Martin 
for dealing with the subject, but unfortunately it had not been carried. 

The Prestpent: We are not strong enough to carry such a Bill. There 
is no objection on the part of the council to the resolution. 

The motion was carried nem con. 


Exzcrion oy Mempzns or THE Covnctn. 
Mr. Macarruur moved:—“ That the opinion ef some eminent counsel be 




















taken whether, under the charter and bye-laws of the society, it 
for the members of the council who are to retire in rotation at 
annual meeting, to be proposed and be elected future ; 
council, before they go out of office, and while they are actually men 


The Preswent read the opinion of Sir J. B. Karslake and Mr, 
Davey given in 1873 to the effect that the exclusion of members 
council for re-election would, according to the charter, be ultra vires, 

Mr. Kiser seconded the motion. : 

The Vice-Presment said that not only had the point already been 
by counsel, but as a matter of erm! it would not be right that the memba 
of the society should decide arbitrarily that the members of the council wy 
retired by rotation should not be eligible for re-election. ‘They would simply 
get rid of the very men who had a ining the experiens 

uties, and it took a considenby 


necessary for properly performing their 
time even to get Tato the routine work of the council. After six or dey, 
years’ service they would get rid of perhaps their president or vice-preej at, 
Mr. Pennineron said the matter came up a year or two since; fy 
thought it very inconvenient that there should be constant repetitions 
subjects which had been definitely settled. 
‘he motion was negatived by a large majority. : 


= che = 


CoMMUNICATION wiTH THE Law Courts. a 

The Prestpent stated that Mr. Munton had withdrawn his motiong 
follows :—‘‘ That in the opinion of this meeting, it is desirable that iy 
council should forthwith take steps to acquire and construct an undergrou) 
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passage between the society’s ames and the adjacent courts of justice,” mil 
Mr. oe da moved a vote of thanks to the Chairman, and the proceeding me 

: 1 

LAW ASSOCIATION. ont 

At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of th (a) 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, the 3rd inst.,the fl 
following being present—viz., Mr. Boodle (chairman), and Messrs. Collis. wi 
son, Hedger, Parkin, Scadding, Styan, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary), de 
the annual report for the 31st inst. was brought forward, and having bea Te 
po gi was approved, and the ordinary general business was tran (e). 
acted. ca 
nD 

“h 

al 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

April 17.—Mr. Stuart Smith opened the very interesting question, ‘Hi 
the effect of trade unions been beneficial to the community ?’’ inth 
affirmative, and the opener received support from Messrs. T. D. William, 
Blagg, and Hurst, while the negative side was taken by Messrs. G.B 
Ellis, A. Austin, Lithiby, and Elmslie. On the question being put, thet 
was a majority of one vote in favour of the affirmative. 

ril 24.—This evening was devoted to impromptu speaking. A great 
variety of subjects were chosen, and although the task of having to speak 
on a subject without having had the opportunity of looking it up pre 
viously must be admitted to be difficult, the members called on to speak 
acquitted themselves most ably. 

May 1.—The legal question, ‘‘Is a railway carriage in transit upon’ 

railway ‘an open place to which the public have, or are permitted to 
access’ within the meaning of the Vagrant Act Amendment Act, 187 6 
(36 & 37 Vict. c. 38)?’’ formed the subject for this evening’s debate. 
Messrs. H. Mossop, T. W. Williams, Elmslie, and Devonshire advocate ( 
the affirmative, while Messrs. Davison, Lithiby, and Blagg argued i 
favour of the negative. A division was taken after the opener had replied, 
which gave five votes in favour of the affirmative. 
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UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting held at Clement’s-inn Hall on Wednesday, 18th. ult.—Mr 
Edward Jenks in the chair—a debate was held on ‘‘The action of H.Mi 
Government in sanctioning the introduction of a measure for extending tht | 
jurisdiction of the natives in Indian tribunals (the ‘Ilbert’ Bill).” 
subject was opened by Mr. Templer, who, after surveying the history @ 
British rule in India down to the present time, pointed out the evils whid | 
would undoubtedly arise if such extended power were given to native sie 

The 
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Mr. Harvey spoke upon the subject from a neutral standpoint, w 
Kains-Jackson supported the opener. On the question being put to the 
a resolution was carried condemning the action of the Government. 













Braithwaite Railway Bill having been placed upon the paper for discussion, 
the society on learning that the Bill had been withdrawn, passed the follow: 
ing resolution : “That this society rejoices sincerely over the withdrawal of 
the Braithwaite Railway Bill, and hopes that no railways will be 
to be constructed in the Lake District.” 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of the above society was held atthe Law Library, Bennett’s- 
hill, Birmingham, on the 10th ult., E. Bickley, Esq., in the chair. After 
ial business had following moot was debated: 


Will th aid imperf i ery * 
€ e court aid an ect voluntary conveyance construing # 
L. B. 3 Eq, i 
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as a declaration of trust?’’ Richardson v. Ric 
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|, y. Malleson (L. R. 10 Eq. 475), Warriner v. Rogers (L. R. 10 Eq. 
W), The on the affirmative were Messrs. eand Wakley ; 
the negative, M . G.. T. Edwards, Rogers, and Aitkens, On the 


on being put, it was found there was a majority of four votes for the 
tive. A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 








tHE COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEAL BILL. 
fu following are the clauses 3 and 4 as amended by the Standing 
Committee :-— REE . : 
Regulations appeal tal cases.| The foll gulati 
iat ly to the « ed of an Prato by a po inet mpan ian Pollqgates 
of has been pronounced—that 1s to say, 
ee the appeal, it appears to the Court of 


(.) That there was no jurisdiction in the grand jury to find the indict- 
ment, or in the court of trial to try the same ; or 
) That the indictment, combined with the verdict, does not disclose 
any crime in point of law, 
the Court of Criminal Appeal may quash the indictment and the 


ras be hearing of 





gs thereon. 
_ on the hearing of the appeal, it appears to the Court of 
Pp) _—— 
(a) That there was no evidence given at the trial proper to be sub- 


mitted to the jury in proof of the crime charged in the indict- 


ment,— 
the Court of Criminal Appeal may direct a verdict of not guilty to 
be entered. 
) Where, on the hearing of ‘the appeal, it appears to the Court of 


A 
(That ¢ e verdict was against the evidence or was not founded ‘on 
gificient evidence, or that evidence tendered by the defendant 
which ought to have been received was rejected, or that evidence ten- 
dered on the part of the Crown which ought to have been rejected was 


received ; or 
() That the court of trial misdirected the jury on a matter of law, or 
came to a wrong conclusion upon a question of law, and that such 
misdirection or conclusion was adverse to the defendant; or 
(f.) That by reason of some informality or irregularity in the trial, or 
non-production of evidence whether known or not to the defend- 
ant at the time of trial, and material to have been brought forward 
in the interests of justice, or from any cause whatsoever, there has 
been such a miscarriage of justice as to render it necessary in the 
interests of justice that a new trial should be had ; 
the Court of Criminal Appeal may order a new trial, provided that 
a second new trial shall not be granted on the ground of the non- 
production of evidence known to the defendant at the time of 
either of the trials. 
4) rp on the hearing of the appeal, it appears to the Court of 


P. 
(y.) In the case of a special verdict having been found that the court of 
trial came to a wrong conclusion on the effect of the verdict, 

the Court of Criminal Appeal may cause to be recorded such con- 
clusion as ap to the court to be justified by the special 
verdict, and thereupon, if necessary, the Court of Criminal Appeal 
may itself pronounce such judgment as ought to have been pro- 
nounced, or may remit the case to the court of tnal, with a 

direction to pronounce the proper judgment. 
(.) Where, * the hearing of the appeal, itjappears to the Court of 


ppeal— ; : 
(.) That the punishment awarded by the judgment was illegal, 
the Court of Criminal Appeal may i pronounce such judg- 
ment as ought to have been , or may remit the case to 
the court of trial, with a direction to pronounce the proper judg- 


ment. 

(6.) The Court of Criminal Appeal may deal with any count or part of 
indictment separately, and may for that purpose amend the indictment ; 
and if itappears to such court on the hearing of the appeal that the defend- 
ant, although not properly convicted on some count or part of the indict- 
ment, has been properly convicted on some other count or part of ‘the 
the court may either affirm the judgment passed on the de- 
ny a — such judgment as appears to the court proper to be 
passed on the defendant, or may remit the case to the court of trial with 

‘ topronounce the proper judgment. Provided that— 

Where the Court of Criminal Appeal is of opinion that a new trial ought 
to be ordered in respect of any count or part of the indictment, and 
not in respect of the whole indictment, the defendant shall neverthe- 
less be entitled to a new trial on the whole indictment, unless assent 

given on the part of the Crown to a stay of proceedings in respect 
of the count or -of the indictment aforesaid, in which case the 
Court of Criminal Appeal shall not order a new trial, but may deal 
With the ype in manner aforesaid ; a stay of proceedings for the 

of section may, with the leave of the Court of Criminal 
be entered on the part of the Crown without any direction 

from the Attorney-General. 
‘) Where by law an objection cannot be taken, or an a plication be 
after plea or after verdict, or after any other particular time, nothing 
ct authorize any appeal on the ground of the matter of such 
sephioasion, unless the objection was taken, or the application 
‘owed by law, and the appeal is from the decision on such 


Ex 


iF 


pent ree i pn or hn room dome 
dismiss the appeal. 
as it thinks just. 

Appeal in Non-capital Cases. 
death has been pronounced may, by leave of the court of trial, or of the 
Appeal, or of the Attorney-General as questions of law, have the 
in the same manner, so far as circumstances it, as if it were an 


455 
(8.) Where it appears to the Court of Criminal 
ably have affected the result of the trial, or that it sega ween | 
substantial wrong or miscarriage, the court may disregard such matter 
P 
(9.) Subject as in this Act provided, the Court of Criminal Gs ome on the 
hearing of any appeal, may dismiss the appeal, or make such order thereon 
4. Appeal and regulations as to appeal in non-capital cases.—A defendant 
convicted on an indictment upon whom a judgment other than that of 
Court of Criminal Appeal, as respects questions of facts, or of mixed fact 
and law, and may, by leave of the court of trial, or of the Court of Criminal 
respects 
same right of appeal as if judgment of death had been pronounced on such 
defendant, and the provisions of this Act shall apply to such appeal 
appeal by a defendant upon whom judgment of death had been pro- 
nounced, 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JOSEPH. ADDISON MACLEOD, Q.C. 


Mr. Joseph Addison Macleod, Q.C., died at his residence, 27, Leinster- 
gardens, Hyde-park, on the 14th ult., after a very short illness. Mr. 
Macleod was the eldest son of Mr. Joseph Addison Macleod, solicitor, of 
London-street, Fenchurch-street. He was born in 1839, and he was an 
LL.B. of Trinity Hall, Cambridge. He was pF ss p= in the chambers of 
the present Mr. Justice Williams, and he was to the bar at the Inner 
Temple, in Michaelmas Term, 1863. He was a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit, and he had a fair share of junior business, ially in 
mercantile actions. He received a silk gown only last year, but he had 
already established for himself a recognized position as a leader. Mr 
Macleod was a man of very kindly and genial disposition, and his prema- 


ture death has caused great sorrow to many professional friends, ly 
as he had been actually engaged in court only three days previously, 
Allusion was made to his death: on the 14th ult. in the Court of Finn 


when the Master of the Rolls remarked, with much feeling, on the 

uency of deaths of recent years, both on the bench and the bar, and 
added that both would lose a distinguished member of the profession by 
the death of Mr. Macleod. Mr. Macleod was buried at Hulton, Essex, on 
the 18th ult. 


MR, THOMAS TURNER. 


Mr. Thomas Turner, barrister, died on the 13th ult., in his seventy- 
ninth year. Mr. Turner was born in 1804. He was formerly fellow of 
Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated: as second ler and 
first Smith’s prizeman in 1827. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn- 
in Trinity Term, 1833, and he practised for some time with considerable 
success as an equity draftsman and conveyancer. In 1856 he was elected 
treasurer of Guy’s Hospital, in which capacity his services were most 
valuable, his judicious administration of the funds of the charity having 
enabled the governors to make some important ents of the build- 
ings. In 1876 he resigned the office on account of failing health. Mr. 
Turner was a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for Middlesex. He was 
for many years chairman of the Parliamentary Committee of Justices, and 
he introduced some important reforms in the arrangement of the House of 
Correction, by effecting a systematic classification of prisoners. He was a 
liberal supporter of many religious societies, especially the Bishop of 
London’s Fund and the Society for the Propagation of the Gospal in 
Foreign Parts. 





SIR PHILIP ROSE. 


Sir Philip Rose, baronet, died at his residence, 1, Cromwell-road, South 
Kensington, on the 17th ult., after a long illness. Sir P. Rose was the 
son of Mr. William Rose, of High Wycombe, and was born in 1816. He 
was originally educated for the medical profession, and he served fora 
short time as a surgeon in the Indian army, but he afterwards elected to 
follow the legal profession, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1844. He 
ractised for nearly thirty years at Westminster, being in partnershi 
with Mr. Robert Baxter, Mr. Markham Spofforth (mow a _ taxing 
master in the Chancery Division), Mr. H Norton, the late Mr. 
Robert Baxter, and his eldest son, Mr. ip Frederick Rose. He had 
been a treasurer of county courts since 1858, and he had a very extensive 
practice before parliamentary committees. He had been engaged in many 
election petitions for the Conservative party, and he had been at different 
periods solicitor for the Great Northern, the Great Eastern, the London 
and Brighton, the Metropolitan, District, and other railway companies. It 
may be remembered that his firm were solicitors for the plaintiff in the 
great trial of Tichborne v. Lushington. In 1872 a dissolution of 
took place, when Mr. Rose became the head of the firm of Rose, Norton, 
Brewer, & Rose, of 6, Victoria-street. In 1874 he retired from 
and he soon afterwards received a from Lord in 
recognition of his long and valuable professional services to the Conserva- 
tive . Sir P. Rose was a magistrate for Bu and a 
deputy-lieutenant for Middlesex, and he was high sheriff of the former 





application, 


county,in 1878, He was @ director of the London, Brighton, and South 
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aren companiés. Sir P. 80 of many 
i tutions. He was one of the original: founders of the 


Brompton — for Consens of which he was honorary 
at the time of . Sir P. Rose will be remembered as haying been 
for many years the private solicitor of Lord Beaconsfield, under wh = 

married e€ 


he was appointed an executor and trustee. He was 
daughter of Mr. Robert Ranking, of Hastings, and he leaves seven sons 
and three daughters. 


MR. EDWARD PEELE. 


Mr. Edward Peele, solicitor and notary, of Durham, died in London on 
the 14th ult. Mr. Peele was the eldest son of Mr. Peele, of Durham, and 
‘was born in 1812. He was in early life a chorister at Durham Cathedral. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1858. He was a notary public, and since 
1858 he had been chapter clerk and registrar of Durham Cathedral. He 
had for several years relinquished general business, practising only as a 
notary. Mr. Peele was for many years a member of the Durham Town 
Council, and in 1877 he was mayor of the city. He was also one of the 
city magistrates, and he was chairman of the first school board which was 
elected at Durham. His son, Mr. Richardson Peele, who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1866, is secretary to the Bishop of Durham. Mr. Peele was 
buried at St. Oswald’s Cemetery, Durham, on the 18th ult. 


MR, JOHN BREWSTER. 


Mr. John Brewster, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Brewster & 
Brewster), died suddenly at Middlesborough on the 20th ult. Mr. 
Brewster was the son of Mr. John Brewster, solicitor, of Middlesborcugh, 
and was born in 1851. He was educated at Durham Grammar School, and 
he was admitted a solicitor in 1875. He was for several years in partner- 
ship with his father, on whose retirement he was elected clerk to the 
county magistrates for the division of Langbaurgh North. He was also a 
notary public, and secretary to the North Riding Conservative Association. 
He had been for some time in partnership with Mr. Frederick Brewster. 
On the 20th ult. Mr. Brewster had risen early in order to proceed to 
Leeds, where he was engaged in two criminal cases at the assizes, and 
while dressing he suddenly died.. His early death is much lamented at 
Middlesborough. : ; WR iti 


—_—— 


MR. HASTINGS CHARLES HUGGINS. 


Mr. Hastings Charles Huggins, LL.D., died at Georgetown, Demerara, 
on the 27th of March. Mr. Huggins was an LL.D. of Trinity College, 
Dublin, and he was called to the bar atthe Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 
1858. He formerly practised in the Island of Nevis, where he held the 
rank of Queen’s Counsel, and where he was successively Solicitor-General 
and Speaker of the House of Assembly. While in office he drew up a 
revised compilation of the laws of Nevis, which has proved of very great 
yalue to the officials and lawyers of the colony. ‘In 1861 he became 
Attorney-General for the colony of British Honduras, and about tei years 
later he was appointed a stipendiary magistrate in British Guiana, which 
office he held until hisdeath. Mr: Huggins’ health had long béen' bad, 
and at the time of his death hé was about to réfirn to England’ for a 
change of air. : ith 


MR. RICHARD MUNKHUUSE WILSON. 
and Wilson, 


Mr. Richard Munkhouse Wilson, solicitor, of Salisbu 

died suddenly at Salisbury on the 26th ult., at the a i | seventy -four. 
Mr. Wilson was born in 1808. He was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and 
he had practised for about half a century at Salisbury, having also an’ office 
at Wilton. He was associated in partnership with ‘his sons, Mr. George 
Munkhouse Wilson (the clerk to the Wilton Board of Guardians) and 
Mr. Richard Arthur Wilson. He was a perpetual commissioner for Wilt- 
shire, and he held several important appointments in the district. He had 
been for many years registrar of the Salisbury County Court (Circuit No. 
55) and coroner for the Becqpery f Division ‘of Wiltshire. He was also 
clerk to the Amesbury Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, and 
Rural Sanitary Authority, superintendent registrar and clerk fo the Com- 
inissioners of Taxes for the Salisbury and Amesbury Divisions. Mr. Wilson 
was a magistrate for the city of Salisbury. He was a member of the 
Diocesan Synod, and on the 26th ult. he attended ‘a meeting of that body 
and took part in a debate on Temperance, but immediately after con- 
cinaing his speech he sncdenty expired." The melancholy event has 
created universal sorrow at Salisbury and throughout the county. 


MR, SIMON DUNNING. 


Mr. Simon Dunning, solicitor and notary, of 27, Parliament-strect, 
died at his residence, 2, Warwick-square, on the 25th ult. Mr. Dunning 
was born in 1813. He was admitted a solicitor in 1837, and he had prac- 
fised for over forty years in Parliament-street, haying’ been formerly in 

nership with Mr. John Burder. He wasa notary public and he had 
sey Toes Hen the office of solicitor to the Governors of Queen 
Anne’s ty. He was also registrar of the diocese of Llandaff, and 
London secretary to the Bishops of Chester, Chichéster, Manchester, Llan- 
Gaff, and St. . Mr. D was well versed ' clesiasti iw, 


in ecclesiastical law, 
ot legal adviser of many’ oft leading clergy of the Oburch of 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Farrer Herscuert, Q.0., M.P., the Solicitor-General, has bee 
appointed a Member of the Senate of the University of London, iy 
succession to the late Sir George Jessel.” ~~~ : 


ont tee Oe ek er Th scanuiaee 


Ayrshire, in succession to Mr. Neil Colquhoun Campbe. 


Mr. Jomy Ricyanp Lampert Watmisiey, solicitor, of 120, alee 
street, has been appointed an Examiner in Admiralty. rae 


Mr. Wi11am Dusz, solicitor (of the firm of Alderson, Son, & D 
Eckington, has been Rppeiaien a Perpetual Commissioner for De 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. — 

Mr. Sipnzy L. Mumrorp, solicitor (of the firm of Speechly, 
Landon), of 1, New-inn, Strand, W.C., has been appointe 
Commissioner’ for taking the acknowledgmen” of Deeds 
Women for the County of Middlesex and Cities of London 
“minster. ; be 

Mr. Gzorce James Arkryson, solicitor, deputy town clerk of Li 7 
has been elected Town Clerk of that borough, in succession to Mr. Jose 
Rayner, deceased. Mr. Atkinson was admitted a solicitor in 1861, 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 26.—Royal Assent. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the following Bi 
Army Annual, 1883; Bills of Sale (Ireland) Act (1879) Amendme 
1883; Land Drainage Supplemental, 1883; Chetham’s ‘Patent, 
Rhins of Galloway Railway (Abandonment), 1883; British Az 
Land Company, 1883; Mullings’ Patents, 1883. 

Bill in Committee. 
Medical Acts Amendment. 
Bill Read a Third Time. ‘ 
Elementary Education Provisional Orders Confirmation (Cummersi 


&e.). 
i April 27.—Biils Read a Second Time. 
Oyster and Mussel Fisheries Orders Confirmation ; Mersey River { 


powder). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bris.—Holsworthy and Bude Railway; King’s Lynn Gn 
Dock; East and West India Dock. ; 
Medical Acts Amendment, 
May 1.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Pluralities Acts Amendment; Isle of Man Harbours. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bru.—Sock Dennis Railway. — 
Mersey River (Gunpowder), 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
April 26.—Bill Read a Third Time. 

Private Bru.—Sheffield Corporation: 

April 27.—Bill in Committee, 

Customs and Inland Revenue. 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Privats Briis.—Metropolitan Street Improvements Act, 1877 (Am 
ment) ; Ribble Navigation, Preston Dock, and Borough Extension. 

~ 1.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Friendly Societies (Nomination). 

Bilis Read a@ Third Time. 

Parvatze Briis.—Hounslow and Metropolitan Railway ; Metro 
Railway ; Preston-park (Brighton); Cheshire Lines Committee ; 
and North-Western Railway (Additional Powers). 

New Bilis. 

Bill to amend the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (Mx. Donny, 

Bill to amend the Public Health Acts in relation to private improvel 
expenses (Mr. Dopps). 

f May 2.—Bills Read a Second Time. - 

Private Briis.—Portishead District Water; Price’s Patent Cam 
Company; Southsea Railway; Watford Gas; Local Government # 
visional Orders (Poor Law). # 

Parochial Charities (London). : 


- * 








In the course of the hearing of a case befp% Lord Coleridge on te! 
inst., he observed that he hoped (before long under the new rules of cout 
causes fit to be referred to arbitration would be go referred at the pry 
time, before the case was sent to trial—not at the trial, ee 

The members of the Parliamentary Bar have invited Mr. 
Venables, Q.C., to a dinner upon his retirement from prac 
Paeensey | r. ‘The dinner will take place on Thur 
inst., at the Hotel Continental, Regent-street. Beds 

It is announced that Mr. G 
desire that, with the sanction of the Queen, her son sh 
baronetcy, in commemoration of the high legal eminence nd 





services of the late Master of the Rolls, 





Mr. James Comrie Txomson, advocate, has been TP ieee ee ma 
i“ vd & 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
JOINT Page te rhe 


N CHAN 
CoMPANY, "Petition ew winidin, up, presented April 25, 
ie 0g By vo heard before Bacon, V.C., on May 5. Chester and Co, Staple inn, 
oe m and Bee = ‘Preston, solicitors A. the he petitioner 
NE AND ELECTRIC WORKS , Limrrep.—Peti- 
for rwnding UP, presented pril 25, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., 
y, May 11 and Sayer, Essex st, Strand, solicitors for the 


on 
BipOTRIC 10 LIGHT SYNDICATE, .—By an bo ge made by Fry, J., dated April 
“¥ ord that the Syndicate hes wound up; Cummins, Union ct, bid 
2 d i, solicitor for the petitioner 
Town TIN MINE, LIMITED.—Pearson, J., has fixed Tuesday, May 1, at 12; 
e chambers of Kay, J., for the be ta intment of an official liquidator 
TRusT AND AGENCY. Comp. —Pearson, J,, has fixed Tuesday, 
7 at 18, at the Gbaabare of of Kay, WJ., for the appointment of an official 


r EAD Brick COMPANY, on, J., has, by an order dated 
George fticial 


( 


Lt LiitED.—Pears 
41 19, appointed Lamb Buttier, 43, Moorgate-street, to be o 


midator 
be [ Gazette, April 27]. 
»-BOHEMIAN Coat CoMPANY, LIMITED.—-By an order made by Bacon, V.C., 
: ‘April 21, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the above 
pg continued. Stibbard and Co, Leadenhall st, solicitors for the 


Fire INSURANCE ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—Chit yg » has, by an order 
tae 1, appointed Edmund Charles Chatterley, Queen st, to be official 


Socrety, Lunrep.—Petition for winding up, presented 

Pirocted to to be heard before Chitty, J.,on May 26. Bo: and Boxall, 
y lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

Union Bank, LimiTEp. PI mse A J., has, by an order dated March 

ted Edmund Charles Chatterley, 4 ” Queen st, Cheapside, to be official 


p exo Company, LiaTep.—Petition for winding up presented April 
dto be heard i hafore Pearson, J., on May 11. Atkinson, Palmerston 
Did Broad st, solicitor for the petitioners 
go CHAMBERS COMPANY, LimITED.—Petition for winding u ¥p precemted April 
x, dire ected to Toneart yo hs Pearson, J., on May 11. Beck, it India avenue, 
ohall ae eelictior. solicitor too B petiienee 
cuRn! an order made on April 21, 


, LIMITED.— 
it wae a a the phe winding gup of zx & company be continued.— 
tet jtrand, agent for Withington and Co, Man chester, solicitors 


(Gazette, May 1.] 
IN CHANCER’ 
INGTON FREEHOLD LAND Socrety.—Chitty, J., has fixed Thursday, May 10, at 
i, at his chambers, Room 252, Royal Courts, for the appointment of an official 


[ Gazette, May 1.] 
CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
NLIMITED IN 


IN CHANCERY. 
InG SocreTy.—Petition 


i§ AND RAINFORD PERMANENT BENEFIT SonD 
ot windin Dg UD, presented April 24, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chan- 


s Hall, on May 7. Mather, Liverpool, agent for Ansdell 
mee < St Helens, solicitors ‘for the petitioner d 


FRIENDLY Socrerigs Disso.vep. 
INSTITUTION a AND Buriat Socrety, Zion’s Chapel, Elizabeth st, Liver- 


t Seas Farenyce-Waep FRIENDLY Soorety, Schoolroom, Roade, 
wiaN Socrety, Snow hill, Wolverhampton, Stafford. 

Gazette, April 27. 

LY SOCIETY OF BEDDGELERT, Beddgelert, Carnarvon. f ‘April 28 ? } 
. RD PROVIDENT BENEFIT Society, National School, Hungerford, Berks. 


C0-OPERATIVE Soorety, St. Wenn, Cornwall. April 26 
(Gazette, May 1.] 


[ Gazette, April 27.} 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS, 


ITORS UNDER EST ES IN CHANCERY. 
ane? LAST DAY 'O PROO OF. 
Henry, Hanley, Stafford, Gent. May 18. Dudson vy Dudson, 


ock, Hanle 
H ca acelin wed $1, Pickard and Sons v 
PE phe L A 
ey ORD ete erks, Esq. May 21. 
Penzance. May 1: v 


pak “Ola road 
Mee Chitty, J a Stilton, Pen- 


oo Coventry, Gent. May 15. Lenton vy Bagshaw, Pearson, 
# fed oh st, Sonthaars. May 21. Goodall v Sander, Bacon, V.C, 
Soe May 24. Willins v Simpson and Simp- 

Summersgill 
Gent. May 21. 
ih. Yeend v White, Kay, J. Bre- 

iiseze, Pimantoess Gent. Avis 21. Yeend v Winfield, Kay, J. 


Gazette, April 20. 
Police Constable. May 22. Benet v Carter, Chitty, 


eines inn hd , Hsq. May 18. Childe-Pemberton 
: coln’s inn 
May 12. Hewens v Jones, Bacon, 


ewsagent. May 17. 


sb 
Sica ate May 21, Shekeh 4 elon Becon, ¥.0. 





as: BENJAMIN, Millfield, nr 1.0 apts, Hamp Soap Manufacturer. 


Pullan v M ‘¥ syegroants 
ea Rev Jonn, deretend, Survey, Cle lerk. y 16. Hodson v Ran- 
Lineoln’s elds 


dolph, Bacon, V.C. Bell and Co 
SEVERN, eco Fs Park rd, Gent. May 21. Owles v 
Pa 


HARLES LLOYD , Crystal 

Severn, Chitty, J. Powell, St Swi 

a SH William pl. Kensal Green. May 25. Smith v Vellenzer, Chitty, 
A eld, Farmer. May 31. Wright 


WRIGHT, W: nr Chesterfi 
v Hill, Pearson, J. Philp ott, Gectinan chbrs, Basiaghall st 
Wurixasts, Rev THomas Ecerton, Half Moon st, Piccadilly. May 24. Sandys y 
[ Gazette, April 24.] 


illyams, Bacon, V.C. Ticehurst, Cheltenham 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


CUNNINGTON, Wir11AM, Lutton, Lincoln, Shopkeeper. May 15. Cunnington y 
Mossop, Chitty, J. Mossop, Cannon 
Huu, Ropert HOMPSON, Llanrwst, Denbigh. May 14. Hill v Jones, Kay, J. 


Griffith and Allard, Llanrwst 

PETERKEN, THOMAS SPENCER, Robin Hood lane, Poplar. May 15. Peterken y 

8 aoe o y, J. Marsh, — ct, Bryanston st Goy ia 
CRIVENER, JOHN FREDERICK PIKE, Bryansto: May 17 vernors 
St. George’s Hospital v Scrivener, Chitty, ” Tay or, Field ct, Gray’s inn 

Sora, JANE, Great Salkeld, Cumberland. Vlay 10. Smith v Smith, V.C. 
Gregory, Liv erpool 

TURNER, GEORGE, Churton st, Pimlico, Dairyman. May 14. Chapman v Hare, 
Chitty, J. Hare, Metal Exchange bldgs, Gracechurch st 

WELLINGS, THOMAS, Stourbridge, Worcester, Gent.. May 26. Wellings Corbet v 
Willcock, Pearson J. Wainwright, Staple inn, Holborn 

WIsk, JosEPH, Wigton, Cumberland, Gent. May 14. Carlisle and Cumberland 
Banking Company, Limited v Wise, Chitty, J. Rigg, Wigton 

[ Gazette, April 17.] 


Axsort, THOMAS, Richmond, Surrey, Gent. May 16. Anderson, Ironmonger lane, 


Cheapside 
BEcKET?T, FRANK, Manchester, Railway Contractor. May 19. Addleshaw ond 


Warburton, Manchester 

BoutFrLowER, Rev Doueias JOHN, Dundry, Somerset. May 31. Harwood and 
Boutflower, Bristol 

BRIGHTWEN, GEORGE, Stanmore, Discount Agent. June 30. Crowder and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

CRESPIGNY, HENRY OTHER CHAMPION DE, D neon pn an , Carnarvon, Esq. July 


10. Lawrence and Co, New sq, Lincoln’ 
DEWEY, CHARLES, Saint Andrew, Wilts, Yeoman. June 30. Burridge, Shaftes- 


ury 
DEXTER, SUSANNAH, Sydenham, Kent. June 14. Hine-Haycock and Bridgman, 


College hill 
Dore, JAMES, Birmingham, Agent. -April 26. Dore, St Peter’s rd, Handsworth 
ork, Yeoman. May 10. Sutcliffe and Sutcliffe, 


Foster, WILLIAM, : 
Driffield 
Cues BLL, FRancis, Macclesfield, Chester, Confectioner. June2. Hand, Maccles- 
elc 

GouGu, James, Birmingham, Engrayer. May 12. Baker, Birmingham 

Harpy, Mary, Shardlow, Derby. June7. Sale and 

HatHway, Rev RoBERT CALLOW, Kewstoke, ‘Somerset. May 1. Smith, Weston- 
Gordon, New 


super-Mare 
IrvING, JOHN CHARLES CAVAN, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. May 31. 
Hollams and 


Broad st 
KuuHN, JOHANN JAcoB, Highbury New park, Merchant. May 31. 
Rees, 


Co, Mincing lane 
Laneeny, EDWARD, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Jopkeooes.. 2 May 15. Cardiff 

, WILLIAM, John st, Bedford row, Financial Agent. May 12. Tadman, 
sinn 
ork, Junei. Siddall, Otley 


CE, WILLIAM WALL, Measham, Derb; y, Surgeon. May 12. Dewes and Musson, 
Ashyj-dela-Zouch 


es ce, Witerly, Sinclair rd, West Kensington park, Gent.. May a. Bush, 
Sto. 
SERGEANT, Lovursa, Kingston-upon-Hull. June 7. an and Penny, Hull 
SPRAGUE, WILLIAM WHITE, Upper Tues Hill, Surrey, Engraver. May 31. 
Kennedy and Co, Clement’s inn, Stran 
bn niga Lx, ‘Woodhouse, You. Surgeon. June 24. Alderson and Co, 
cKington 


WHEATLEY, SARAH, Ramsgate, Kent. May 11. ares, Renee 
WRIGHT, JAMES, Wednesbury, Stafford, Farm Labourer. May 19. Smith and 


Co, Wednesb' 
mot [Gazette April 17.1 
ATKINSON, WILLIAM, Southport, Lancaster, Esq. June 15. Cunliffe and Go, 
Manchester 


a Crewkerne, Somerset, Gift Web Manufacturer. May 18. Alford, 
ber: Trergon ml Pur1iP, Squirries st, Bethnal Green rd, Builder. May 22. Tocque, 
Dam, , Guonce, Marquis rd, Finsbury Park, Gent. May 20. Sweetland, Union 
DEWEY, G — Donhead Saint Andrew, Wilts, Yeoman. June 30. Burridge, 
E.uis, JoHN, Portsea, Southampton, Bootmaker. Edgecombe and Co, 
one May 12. Swainson and Co, Lancaster 


June 1. 


GREG, JoHN, Caton, Lancaster, Esq. 

Harpinc, Rev GEORGE RocERs, Crux Easton Rectory, Southampton, Clerk. 
May 31. Poole and Co, Chanéery lane 

Harton, Mary, ton Blount, Oxon. June1. Pyke and Minchin, Metal Ex- 
change buildings, Gracechurch st 

VERY, GAVIN, Grace st, Hemingford rd, Gent. May 26. ae 

AIDENS, WILLIAM HENRY, Marylebone rd, A rh A ‘Wells, 
Paternoster row 

MEASURE, JOHN, Hartley Wintney, Southampton, Esq. May 20. Wynne and 
Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Nokk, CHARLES, Leicester, Commercial Traveller. 


ay 12. a Halifax 

OLDFIELD, JOHN BAYLEY, Enfield, Gent. June 16 

a LAUDER, Great St Helen’s, Broker: e 1. an South 

street, Finsbury 
Pe. goum. St Helen’s, Lancaster, Farmer. June 18. Ansdell and Sutcliffe, St 
eiens 

RosrnsoN, JOHN KELSELL, Henley-on-Thames, Oxford, Cabinet Maker. May 26. 
Smith. Ren one Themes 

Ay #. ya rn Siteet Seer 


Smo: N, Den > F umber. 


€roydon, Surrey, 
RD. Say onbelne beve 
Phillips and Wilson, P! paguth 
WEstTWwooD, JOHN, ham, Licensed Victualler. June 2. - Blewitt, pi. 


(Gazette, April 20, 
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To Surrender in the Country. 


COURT PAPERS. —_— vBet apr in Come inanlinnn ee 
Beticed, Brighton, no occupation. et Apr 26. Jones. Brig 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. Smith, Francis Torpedo Wharf, Wandsworth, Pet 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON loughby, ei Windham, To 18 at 11 Apr ‘ 


Date. Ore” —_—-V. 0. Bacon. BANERUPTOIES ANNULLED. 


Monday, May ...eceee+. 7 Mr. Teesdale Clowes Fray, April 27, 1883, 

RAMEE ih, vesacnseecsess 8 Farrer Carrington | Keenan, Edward Terrence, Catherino st, Strand, Licensed Victualler, 
Wednesday...cscceseseee eesdale i ig eee 

Thursday ... 4 Farrer i Tallerman, 2 Daniel, urch st, Preserved Meat Agent. Apr 23 


1 
Friday .ccosessseccvccece 1 Teesdale TuEsDAY, May 1, 1883, 
Mr. Justice Mr. Ji 
et ‘ga. “Gamer. rae Fullagar, Albert Edward Blackmore, Greek st, Soho, no occupation, amen 
Monda: Ma: eocsseecere ° ii cr. ackson ‘ 
a... sshance 3 Merivale War Cobby Liquidations by Arrangement. 
Wednesdayresscerervevee 9 King Pemberton Jackuon FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Thursday ....scccscceee 10 Merivale Ward ony F Aol @. ton 
Friday..ceccocccecvecsee ll King Pemberton Jackson AY, AD ’ ° 
The Whiteun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 12th day of May, and | Ainsworth, Jo cock, ieliien, ioe, Wool and, Waste Dealer. May 8 at 
terminate on Tuesday, the 15th day of May, 1883, both days inclusive. Allwright, Charles Forbes, Seiephend’s Bush green, Uxbridge rd, Chee 
May 15 at3 aches office of Foster, Brunswick sq, Bloomsbury 
Bradford, York, fess oe Sere. May 8 at 8 at office ¢ 


ona Co, Old ‘Bank chbrs. Geese. radford 
gott, William, Sheffield, Les or Deesner. May 8 at 1at 1, Newhall at, 
RECENT SALES, Bramle 


mingham. eg 
‘oa’ as peer aAd s Beard, Jan James, White Si st, Stepney, Hosier. May 8 at 3 at office 
t the Stock and Share Auction an vance Company’s (Limited) sale, ea a 
held at their sale-room, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., on the 3rd Bal, William James De, Shetel Sheffield, Lesthe: Me Manufacturer. May 9 at 12a 
inst., the following were among the prices obtained : —Fast ‘Devon Con- | Bennett, Arthur Charles, Derb Derby, Hatter. May 10 at 12 at office of Ha 
sols ‘Copper Mine, 17s. 6d.; Kit Hill Great Consols Mine, 6s.; Chapel | _ borne bldgs, Millstone jane, Leices 
House Colliery, 7s. 6d.; Para Gas, £6; Indian Consolidated Gold, Z: ; | Birch, John Dunstone, Godstone, “Surrey, Grocer. May 8 at 12 at 6, A 


South Darren Mine, 14s. ; Gulcher Electric Light and Power £5 shares, B East. Ba Fob he Sly Worcester, Wool and Yarn 
derminster. Miller 


£2 paid, 1s. ; Cooper, Box, Co., 20s.; Nundydroog, 3s.; and other May 6 0 Ss Sa Black Horse Hotel, Mill st, Kid 
miscellaneous securities fetch fair prices. Normanton, York, h, Loteenpeass Printer. May 10 at 


of Lodge, Townhall chbrs, King st, Wakefield 
Biewster, Walter Henry, Gt Bromley, Essex, Baker. May 10 at 1 at « 

Jones, Townhall chbrs, Colchester 
Ott 9 Brabant oer ahaeeomk dgl nWhite How H 

ay 9 at 1 at office of Rooke an le; orse 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. Butterworth, James, Manchester, Paper toc rter. 
May 8.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, at2{_ venor Hotel, iene pe wa Tange, ae an Oo, Mn Manch 
x; ‘m.. Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, April Bruce, illiam Tyrer B room, dan 
y 9. ‘—Messrs. EDwrn Fox & BOusFIELD, at the Mart, at 2p.m., reek B Prop- Wa hy! — he, May 10 at 3 at office o: ce’ 
erty (see advertognent, April 21, p. 4). head 


May 9.—Messrs. E. J. & GAIRDNER, at the Mart, at 2p.m., Freehold and 
Ay a Proper a ake co Ja sement chaps P. old and Lease- | Caulton, re Not pplottingham, Joiner. May 11 at 3 at office of Bright and 


Pe per st st, 
Ma: R. MEAKIN, at the Mart, at 1 p. m.. 2 Sere Ground Rents (see z 0 
~ &. neces ‘, is ri 28, p. D. ’ ond ae Char! . James, 5 em Builder. °May 8 at 2 at Law Instituti a 
Church, Thomas Pollard mae, Siucher e weer, Mineral Water Manuwi 
May 11 at 12 at office of Frase: Moorgate 
Clepson: Sena, sone Frum Soa Fores. wey 10 at 11 
m-upon-Humber. m, m-upon-Hum! Bh: 
; Clark; William, nstall, Lancaster, Watchmaker. May 14 at 3 at Comm 
BIRTHS, ee AND DEATHS. Hotel, Dg: 7 st, Manchester. Wright, Ra any wstentall . a 
osep Derby, Lance , Commercial Clerk. May 
= , at Cliff y ttingham. jucleh Dale st, Liv 5 
SS » the wife of George Parr, | fice of Guelch titan Ryde TW, Baker's Assistant. May 8 at 9 at fi 
MARRIAGE. Hotel, Pier st, Ryde. ae Wileams BH 
Woon—Bexnax.—April 0, at St, George's, Hanover-square, John Wood, B.A., | Run st Lancaster iaaeatiet, Ratee. : ay D cht ae Oa 
Oxon., barrister-at-law, to Estelle, daughter of H. Benham, of The Ferns, Craddock, Henry, <5 s lane, Tea Dealer. May 16 at 2 at office of B 
Grove-end-road, N. wr’ oearen. ont Oo. Abate 
ver.— April %, at St. John’s-hill, Clapham Junction, James Dave ve, | fgreny Soin, Barrow in-Purmoss Dalkelth ‘et, Barrow-in-iurnose May Sa 
jouenaaens = sipaiadicnarataedee wth obi William Lends 10 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Dale, 
er, at 3 at 145, Chea; q 
—s * at Westbourne House, Arundel-square, N., David Howell, Detieatce, Vea illiam lam roderic, Beet Bodtonn, Butcher. May 11 at 8 at office ¢ 
solicitor, avis , Bedf 
ae Heals ATE aap air, eae Gris naetn, | Darlin, Hg Racyle Lemon, Bar, May hn dt elon 
r) 
Houwr.—April 26, at 20, Park ~crescent, Portland-place, Holds ; dies Baker M May 
Donshnen al tthe inner Tem, p oldsworth Hunt, ae Matthew, eee » York, 4 at 11 office 


, aged ‘ 
Orrorp.—April 28, at _ sesh Orton of Brookes Hall, Ipswich, Suffolk, town rs Middles Ry st, Aldgate, Gasfitter. May 5 at 12 at of 


clerk of the borough of I, 

leston, Suffolk, Smack Owner. May 10 at 11 a6 
praca B 
7 cemaeeee, Rope Sistem: May 9 at 12.90 at of 


ae 
t mJ we poy at, Burnley 
LONDON GAZETTES. ae Set cd Beery, Grocer. May 8 at 2 ob Is 
cere Be DI hed ternoster row i 
Bankrupts mance, Hiram, hley, York, Aerated Water Manufacturer. May'e 
aaa, an ducen's Hotel, 1 Robinson, hey 
ay ’ yen 1869. Reu' Birmingham, Bookseller. y 11 at 2 at office of Macke 


Ui 
= coln’s fields. Buller and Co, Birmingham 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar. Evans, William, Hartbury, Gloucester, Publican. May 10 at 11 at off 


in Champney, St John’s Houcester 
Jones, May em, Bonionin William, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor. Pet Apr 25, Brougham. Fila J ohn, Oiney, Buekingham, Shoe Agent. May 10 at 3 at Bull Hotel, 6 
ewport Pagnell i 


To Surrender in the Country. furers. May 10 at 3 at office of Craven, Surana 


Balmforth, George Slaithwaite nr Huddersfield, Woollen Clot! Foxton, John, Huddersfield, Omnibus Pro rietor. Sins 10 at 8 at oftce of 
eet Sean eee eran ss h Merchant. Pot | Gen and Oo, Westgate, Huddersfield F e 


Pilar 9a , William Henry, Bournemouth, M.D. Pet Apr 23. Dickinson. Poole, Caer, Cut apes, eae Hotel Keeper. May 8 at 8 at om 
nown, Robert, Walleend, Northumberland, Builder. Pet Apr’. Inglodew. | German, Robert Gloucester cache, Wins Manian: May 11 at 11 at offce of I 
, i lies: sane oe yo ny Draper. May 10 at 11 at Royal Hotel, 
Under the Bankruptcy 
Oreditors : re piey Act, 1860, Glover, , Henry, Mare st, fisckney, Grocer. 28 at 2 at office of J “ 
Louis Solomon, 2g eenaer tn i : Graumann man el, Blackman st, Southwark in Fancy Go Goods. 3 
ve eae Pet Ape mit - cgi barge mogeion, bate, O14 £2 at ¢ 
ames, Melbourne grove, East Dulwich, Grocer, Pet Apr %. Pepys, ct Dirt and Teather, Newman ot Corl psn it 
wie Tames SM —, Qld Broad st, Pet Aprar. Pepys, May 29 af 12.29 Rite Ot ae Set ot Low peeey 
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ard, Edward, Deal, Kent, Printer. May 15 at 12.30 at Guildhall Tavern. 
« m, Thomas iverpool, Confectioner. May 10 at 12 at office of Marr, Dale 
TL McGowen, Liverpool 

2 ; West Hartlepool, Innkeeper. May 10 at 3 at Commercial 
ifsam, Br Bricksetter. May 10 at3at office of Simpson and 
Oldham 

fhornelow, ww, Monmouth, Clothier. May 10 at 2.30 

ornelow, Chepsto wall y 


a W Hoel Oden Y i, Caio, Maadacare May 10 at 11.30 at 
uke, orden, Yor 0 r, May 10 a a 
veg ‘Masonic Hall, T 
J 





‘odmorden 
Casto st Bast, Oxford, Draper. May 10 at 12 at Guildhall 
Bannister, 


mul Edward, Great Sein, Leicester, Baker. May 3 at 12 at office of Fowler and 
Grey Friar chbrs, Friar 

sas Baan Palin Durham, Hair Dresser. May 10 at 11 at office of 
%. g 


Fgnighinider st rd, Willesden oem Builders. 
trider st, Doctors’ comm 


t ene of Hurrell § 
4 toot Kingswood Hill, ristol, Butcher. May 8 a 2 at office of 
Exchange East. Bristol 
~ eo May 21 at 3 at Goffey and Co, 
Brighton, Photographer. May 16 at 3 at 12, Serjeants’ 


hton 
d, Notts, Licensed Victualler. May9 at3at George Hotel, 
ham. Barlow, petmnahars 
panty poet ‘armer. Rd 7 at 11 at the George Hotel, 
ton. Ewen and Roberts,, Luto: 
th, Huddersfield, Auctioneer. May 10 at 3 office of Learoyd and 
Dy dowoheldd 
etka Yarn Spinner. May 8 at 3.30 at Talbot Hotel, Batley. 


“ot, Rotherhithe, Timber Merchant. May 7 at 12 at 
Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane. Moss, Gt Tower st 
ossley, paneester, Builder. May 16 at 3 at office of Jackson, 


Woreester, Licensed Victualler. May 22 at 11 at 
a Licensed Victualler. May 9 at 3 at office 
derminster 


es, Bank bldgs, Kidd 
a Tohn, and’ ‘Thomas Mitchell, Rochdale, Cotton Manufacturers. May 9 

‘a ative of weenie and Taylor. King st, Rochdale 

fitchel Matth: per an 11 at3at Woolsack Hotel, Strange- 


chester. Sw e, 
Charles Alfred, Bristol, ae: May 10 at 11 at office of Yeale, Corn 
John Joseph, Whiston, York, Accountant. May 9 at 11 at office of Evans, 


nan, Salford, Bookseller. May 9 at 3 at office of Gaunt, 
lton st, Manchester 

tosforth, Northumberland, Dealer in Boots. May 8 at 
Vest, Newcastle upon Tyne. Hoyle and Co, Newcastle 


Scarborough, Builder, May 11 at 4 at office of Taylor, Queen st, 


Orchard, Robert, Ashb: Bead. de la Zouch, Leicester, Cabinet Maker. May 11 at1 at 
eet Dowes and m, Market st, Ash ny da to Roush 4 9s Bush Bote, 
0 D ra; a a’ at Bus’ ote 

gate “Manchester. ‘thomas, Swanses yin ed 
, and Thomas Parke, West povereieh, Stafford, Clothiers. May 9 at 
a 00 Of Caddick, New st, West Bromwich 
Samuel, Dil pe Grocer. May 10 at 12at Royal Oak Hotel, 


‘ham, a Oupatan. May 10 at 3 at office of 
ycom) 
, Henry, Taunton, ton st, Hi Collar Pamatacturer. May 15 at 12 at office 
nd, Small st, Bristol. Brittan and Co, Bristo 
John, Phe Draper. May 9 at 12 at vice of Acton and Marriott, 


ot Hebe eis Devon, Builder. May 9 at 12 at the George Hotel, Ax- 


hes Arthur, Portsmouth, Hants, Tobacconist. May 10 at 4 at office of 
1 pCaien o>, Portsea 
hur, , Hastings, Tobacconist. May 11 at 11 at office of Lovell and Co, 


ay's inn sq 
ation , Huddersfield, Publican. May 9 at 8 at office of Welsh, Queen 


Mary, and Chattes boyy Rowland, Aberdare, Butchers. May 10 at 11 
d Thomas, Wharfdale rd, King’s Cross, Coal Merchant. May 8 at 
oe of Russell an’ and ak Ng Jewry chtes ai — 
Henry, Ossett, Y. r. May 9 at 3at office of Carter, Borough 

s, Bond st, lok Dewsbemy. TS een 
~onie sobert, a na by, Iankeonex. May 17 at 11 at office of Gray and Pannett, 














mo Hendy , Low Move. nr Bradford, Worsted Coating Manufacturer. 
st 10.30 at lee Institute, Piccadilly, Bradford. Berry and Co, Bradford 
cua ich Window w Blind Manufacturer May 11 at3 at Inns of 
rfield, Salford, Chemist. May 21 at 11 at office of Smith and 


ch 
s, York, ey Desler. May 11 at 1 at office of Wilkinson, St Helen’s 





aGlen Secrets. Mastin tiple a or. May 8 ati at office of Davenport- 
francis, Leeds, ler. May 9 at 3 at Law Institution, Albion pl, 


Archibald, Newcastle on » CO 
oe Wate te ea urrier, May 8 at 3.30 at office of 
iah, p Srevenport, Builder. May 9 at 12 at office of Hutchings, St. 
ord, Butcher. May 8 at 10 at office of Rawnsley, Darley st, 
Queen Victoria st, Merchant. May 4 at 2 at office of Phelps 

in a illiam zene, Lateosten, Hatter. May 10 at 3 at office of Gee and 
iy stad » Leeds, Tailor, May 11at 2 at Law Institution, Albion pl, 
Boorn, Whalley Range, Lancaster, Ne r Com- 

t. May 9.0 9 at 3 at office of Thomson, * Victoria st, Manches or Be 
h, Halifax, Plumber, May 10 at 11 at offices of Longbottom, 
TE sl hy g May 7 at 3 at 


y aprien on a cw Tati 








Keightle 
: Pen Salowtree gate, 


‘Walmer 


Contractor. May 10 at 2 at offices of 
erry, Wool st 
cae a 


B: Boot Shoe 7 at 11 at 
Sts hans chbrs, Baliwin ety Beiees sie 
uddersfiel 


aller, Michael Reldwit ot Briste 
Learoyd and Co, "Beaton-7, Huddersield 
, Birmingham, C abinet Maker 


Notting 





Wallis, J . May 8 at 11 at office of Eaden, 
Bemetie 


Birming 
Wasee. John, "Bhemielae Grocer. May 5 at 11 at office of Mellor, Queen st, Shef- 


Waters, Alfred, Hunton, Kent, Grocer. May 11 at 12 at 72, King st, Maidstone. 
Monckton and Co, Maidstone 
ba , John, Market Drayton, Selon, Leo, 6k mr Manager. May 17 at 11.30 at 


| Hotel, Nantwich rd Crewe. on, 2 
upon Hull, Baker. y_11 at 3 at office of Martinson, 
jpowialley lane, Kingston upon Hull 
‘irmingham, Pork Butcher. May 9 at 8 at office of 
tcher. May 4 at 8 at office of 


=e 
Quality ct, Ch 
Yeo, John, and el Jen oseph Yeo, XL Wilts, Timber Merchants. 9 
t's 26 Angel Motel, Cbispeahecs “iteunr and Ga Ciiamadiies ex: 


Rg oo May 1, 1883. 
Ashbee, John, and Henry Ashbee, B ur Gloucester, Timber Merchants. 
May 11 at 2.30 at office of Jones, Eldon chbrs, G Gloucester 
Agron, John, Scarborough, Hotel Keeper. May 8 at 3 at office of Watts and 
Kite . Queen st, Scarbencagh 
Audsiey, avid, ae | Rep Manufacturer. May 11 at 11 at White Lion Hotel, 
. Kerr, 
Belem. semen Portsmouth, Bootmaker. May 15 at 3 at office of Watts, Albion 
pl, Southamp 
Barni, William Frederick, Bristol, Commission Agent. May 11 at 12 at office of 
Bate Mi Leotten «ER der hill, Wandsworth, Oilman. May 17 at 3 at 
ic ree oO. ven I ai 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Foster, i 
Bernstein, Alexander, Mansell Mansell st, Aldgate, Picture Dealer. May 2% at 2 at office 
of Sydney, Leadenhall st 
Bigch, Cpe gma He snepeehem, Bile. May 15 at 11 at office of Stevenson, 
ee 
Blackwell. John, ap, Wolverhampton, Baker. May 11 at 3 at office of Ratcliffe, Dar- 
lington st, be ge 
Boot, John, bs, Bt Peter Salesman. May 10 at 12'at office of Brittle, St 
Lo ay chbrs, St eters eat Ty ake 
iting, Frederic! ber. May 17 at 11 at White Hart Inn, 
‘He eld. Wade, Hensel, 
Bowden, Joseph, Chapel-en-le-Frith, Derby, Cotton Doubler. May 12 at 11 at 
office of Brown and Ainsworth, Hardwic : ter, Der' 
Brown, William, Browney Colliery, Durham, Butcher. May 11 at 12 at office of 
Halcro, Fawcett st, Sunderland 
Byes Themen 6 , Snaith, York, Potato Merchant. May 21 at 11 at office of Bantoft, 
e st, 
Buxton, Simeon. ” aston juxta Birmingham, Builder. May 11 at 12 at office of Jelf 
and Latham, Waterloo st, ——— 
Cant, Hemington, Three Mills lane. wanna by pom Aniline Dye Manufacturer. 
May 17 at 2 at office of Tanner, Circus p’ gy faim 
Carter, Robert Fenn, and George Scorgie Fades Addie ~~ iam Manufacturers. 
May 15 at 3 at Cannon st Hotel. Saxelb: and Faulkner, Ironmonger lane 
Catcheside, Matthew E., Kingston upon Hull, Vocalist. ‘May 12 12 at 1 at Station 
Hotel, Newcasstle upon Tyne. Summers, 
Davies, David, eee ‘armarthen, Farmer. May 16at 10.30 at office of 
hillips, Market sq, Liandov: 
Davies, Lewis, Trawsfynydd, “Merioneth, Draper. May 15 at 2 at office of Ellis, 
Blaenau Festiniog 
Davies, Martin, Barnstaple, Licensed Victualler. May 12 at 12 at office of Bromham, 
High st, Barnstap] 
Desgeen. Frederick William, Welton, Farmer. May 16 at 11 at office of Central 
Rooms, Bank st, Lincoln. Danb y; coln 
. Edwin. Newcastle under Lyme, Stafford, Butcher. May 21 at 10.30at officé 
of J: ames, Newcastle under Lyme 
centaain, Foam Fase ee a May 22 at3 at office of 
Wood and hah ene 
arles, B rd. Lancaster, Iron Founder. May 9 (ora not April, as 
erroneously printed 4 in Gazette of April 24), at 3 at office of Mosley st, 
ancheste: 
Francis, opty Jose h Feldick, Sutton. Surrey, Horse Dealer. May 17 at 3 at 34, 
Borough High st, Southwark. Arn 
Frankenberg, Solomon Levy, Kennington pk rd, Commission Agent. May 23 at 
8 at office of Hilberry, Billiter st 
a Labnapemp seneee, ames, Devonport, Téneanel Victualler. May 15 at 3 at office of 
n and Co, Princess sq, 
Gaskell il, Pat , Birmingham, Pewterer. Magy 17 at 3at 1, Newhall st, Birmingham. 
Johnson and Co, Birmingham 
Gillett, John Fox, Kennington park rd, Grocer. May 17 at3 at Masons’ Hall 
Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Fowler dha Co, Besonat ie Southwark 
a fateh, Lond yo thy rt. Dres ~alagers siaabias 
ate mdon s uthpo’ 
Bande J Walsall, Beer Retail: pig -y at ll at office of Evans, Bank 
chbrs, the Bridge, Walsall 
srringtop, , Richard Beaumont, Nottingham, Chemist. May 16 at 12 at office of 
Brittle. St Peter’s chbrs, ae 
Harris, Thomas Alfred, A hg Bing Ee. ous tion. Jee ee 
County and Bocough Halls, dford. Nang goa 
Haynes, Thomas, New Windsor, > sae hg 17 at 3 at yyy of Durant, 
Clarence villas, W ar 
Healing, William, Norton, Gloucester, Carpenter. May 17 at 11 at office of 
Jones, Eldon chbrs, Gloucester 
, Oo harles Edwin, Bristol. Gun Maker. May 9 at 2 at office of Dodds, Shan- 
non ct, Bristol. Hancock, Bristol 
Holland, William Henry, and Ernest George Elliott. Hogarth rd, Seth Ken. 


sington, Grocers. May 16 at 2 at 6, Arthur st East, London bridge. er 
Co, adelaide pl, London bridge 

Holme ~ Me ry Chesterfield, Boot Dealer. May 15 at 8 at office of Gee, High 
st, esterfielc 

Howarth, Absalom, and Richard Howarth, Rochdale, Cophen Spinners. May 12 
at 11 at office of Standring and Taylor, King st, Rochdal 

Rowe B. = Aberdare, Builder. May is at 11 at office of Phillips, Canon 
st, e 

ee John, Dawley, Salop, Publican. May 22 at 12 at office of Harries, 


Hull ig ae Bishop Auckland, Durham, Innkeeper. May 17 at 3 at office of 
Maw, jun, Marke ket pl, Bishop Auckland 

Jeffery, Robert, Lymington, Southampton, Gunsmith. May 9 at 3 at offices of 
Harrison and g hromigg heed Old Jewry chambers. Watts, 

Jones, David Julian, Ystradyfodwe, Glamorgan, Sonpar May 11 at 12 at office of 
Morgan and Rhys, Mill aes Ponty Ping 

Jones, te Raha t, Hay and Straw Dealer. May 11 at 2 at 

ary, 


ancis, 
ffi of Bott, The 
sight! Latcenten, Duteher, May 12 at 3 ap office pf Gee and 





2 
easupinnienrennten 
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Kent, George, and John Kent, Wantage, Berks, Builders. May 15 at 2 at oflce of 
eons, W gate mn, Richmond, carga May 16 at 8 at Guildhall 





Tavern, Gresham st. — Union 

Leneume, John, Et, Fe it, Carrier. 8 at Bicese and Dragon Hotel, 
Ightham. Stenning, T men 

Little, Robert Henwood, and Oliver, Cornwall, Horse 


Trainers. May 11 at 12 at office of Wallis, st, J 

Loraine, Herbert uf Grews, Whipton, Devon, "Gent. May 11 at 11 at offices of Reed, 
High st, Exeter 

Lovegrove, Frederick, Strand, Licensed Victualler. May 23 at 11.30 at office of 
Norman, Gt ee st, Regent st 

Lumb, Elizabeth, Bradford, York, Grocer. May 14 at 8 at office of Morris, Ive- 


, Bradf 
Maddocks, dtord Manchester, Brush Manufacturer. May 16 at 11 at office of 
Dy and Smit hh, K st, 
igh, Brewer. May 15 at 11 at office of Devereux- 


Thomas, Wrexham, Den’ 
wPash, — Biarelt Gagen, esimeummnish, Fishmonger. May @i at 3 at Masons’ 

ms’ 
Tavern, st. Morris, Walbrook 


Meee, pie. 8 
aw. ay, Henry, Lali West Kensington, Clothier. May 10 at 12 at office of Shear- 


STanstall, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. May 14 at 11 at office of 

wemddoley, ‘Chea pside Hanley 

Morgan, John , Bedminster, Somerset, Tailor. May 12 at 12 at office of 
Essery, Broad st, Bristol 

Mortis, Henry A.ddiphus, Croydon, Surrey, Debt Collector. May 11 at 8 at office 

Pullen, ingha’ 

Mawbthy, Thomas William, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Tailor. May 15 at 11.30 
at office of Edgar, Silver st, Bisho Auckland 

Moxon, Nai el, Earl Shilton, L Leicester, Draper. May 16 at 8 at office of 
Hincks, Bowling van Ee st, Leice: 

Musalli, Abdallah and ‘Abdallah An: ton Mussalli, Manchester, Merchants. 
May 25 at 3 at office of oS aoa haw and Warburton Norfolk st, Manchester 

Noble, James, Newcastle upon Tyne, May 11 at 12 at office of Rhagg, 
Grainger st, a upon J 

North, George, Gt Milton, ees. Innkeeper. May 16 at 11 at office of Parker 
and Parker, Corn Market, 

Ooieen, John, Huddersfield, Dining Room Proprietor. May 23 at(3 at office of 


Welsh, Queen st, Huddersfield 
Palmer, J i Arthur, Bi Hosier. May 11 at 3 at office of East and 
Parker, Frede ick, Balham, Surrey, Tailor. May 17 at 3 at office of Everett, 


Smith, Old sq, Birming’ 

Percival, James, Jarrow on , Durham, Grocer. May 17 at 2 at office of Wilson 
and Sandeman, Collin , Sawioene upon 

Postlethwaite, Robert fiiam, 1 th, Lancaster, Rag Dealer. May 9 at 3 at office 

of Richardson, Wood st, Bolton 
en, Frederick William, Shepton Mallett, Somerset, Builder. May 16 at 12.30 at 

Grand Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Hobbs, jun. Wells 

Quayle. Phillip Skillicom, Liverpool, Joiner. May ro at 2.30 at office of Langton 
and MacConnal, Lord st, Liverpool. Wyles, Liverpool 

Redhouse, Martha, Eastb ourne, illiner. May 11 at 2 at office of Wells, Pater- 
noster row 

Robinson, Samuel, Northwich, Chester, Chemist. May 12 at 11 at office of 
Fletcher, Northwich 

Robinson, William, Whitby, Builder. May 16 at 1 at office of Buchanan, Baxter- 
gate, Whitby 

Roser, John antes, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Plumber. May 16 at 8 at office of 


Hardwick, New rd, Brighton 
x, Cloth Finisher. May 17 at 3 at office of Mitcheson, 


Rushwort orth, Frederic, 
Union st. Heckmondwike 

Shonfield, Peter Thomas, Croydon, Publishers’ Traveller. May 10 at 3at Green 
Dragon Hotel, oe ol st, Croydon 

Simons, William Selick * Bristol, Licensed Victualler. May 10 at 12 at office of 
Essery, Broad st, Bristol 

Simpson, Thomas, Foleshill, Warwick, Grocer. May 17 at 11 at office of Hughes, 
Little = *,' st, Cov haena 

Skinner, Sarah. orwood, Surrey, Furniture Dealer. May 18 at 3 at.office 
of Finch, rad a st, Southwark 

Stokes, George, ices Leicester, out of business. May 24 at 10.15 at office of 
Lees, Severn ie "Middle Pavement, bean new 

Taylor, John, Netherton, Worceste: r, Nail Merchant. May 11 at 1.30 at office of 

ulow, High st, Brierl ey Hill 

Thompson, Joseph Newton, Dislington, nr Whitehaven, Cumberland, Innkeeper. 

May 17 at 12 at Globe Hotel, Duke st, Whitehaven. Paisley, Workington 






















WiBiem, Gee y, Lancaster, Cepeee: May 14 at 3 at o 


"hr Samuel, es Bucher Shoe Manufacturer, May 1 16 
office of Greatrex, Bank ch ord. 
vingo, Edwin Jo esters Shepherd's Bush, Clerk. May 18 at sg 


Walden, William Nun ding, Grocer. May 12 at 10.90 462 

Ww John, W: 

Wilkins, Jam = ton rd, Notting hill, Timber Merchant, o' 
office of Smiles and Co, Bedford May 24 

W: m, Frederick Arthur, Sheffield, Surgeon, May 11 at 8 ont 


burn, Bank st, Sheffield 
Willmers, Frederick Henry, Brighton, Grocer, May 17 at 3 at 6, Arthur st 


‘Warne. ‘ton 

Winder, Robert Hunter, New Vohin Durbam, General Dealer, May gy 
8 at office of Stanford, Co! ‘00 oe Novrcostions pon-Tyne 

Wood, phomes, Crowle, Linco! , Farmer, May 11 at 2 at office of Burton, 


Wurr, William, Wolverhampton, Grocer, May 17 1 
gar, Wi Wolverhampton G y 17 at 11 at office of Biel 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


with the excess of fat extracted. 
The Faculty pronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Break: 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


conshtiiDrspentc Coo ox Chose Powder,” | HEWETSON THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 


fast, Luncheon, oF | 99, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. | 10 Her Majesty, the Lord Chanel 
Estimates and Desi submitted free for entirely Fur- dicial Bench, h, Corporation ry 


EDE AND SOW, 
ROBE » re o MAKER 


BY SPECIAL Ansotremnye 


ory the 
ee 








Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits | Dishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, tc REPAIRS.— SOLICITORS? AND REGISTRARS’ GOWN, 


all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times | ~ PAL 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 





BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


starch, &€., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures.| Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient | CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOMMh 


Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful | Designs, 


to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatixa s La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibi 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 38., 58. 64., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 

H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C, 


ESSKS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their SALES by AUCTION of 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, &c., 
-, held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, and 
ridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Tristees, and 
others is particularly called to this ready means for the 
disposal of property of deceased and other vlients. 

In of the f their Sales, Messrs. 
J. & D. are enabled to inelnde large or small quantities at 
short notice (if required). 

Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on appli- 
cation to the City Auction Rooms (established 1793), 38 
and 49, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that their 
Auction Sales of Wearing A l, Piece Goods, House- 
hold and Office Furniture, Carpets, Bedding, &., are 
held on each day of the week (Saturdays excepted). 








Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 
THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HeEwetson, THEXTON, & PeEaxt, 


200, 203, and 204, Tottenham B  soreirre, London, W. 
N.B.—Househola Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 








(j*o8 and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 
EstaBiisHEp 1854, 

Makes CASH ADVANCES to Barristers, Solicitors, 

Clergymen, Medical Men, residing in any part of England 

and Wales. No banking account néed be opened 














OMMEROIAL UNION ASSURANCE 
COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE. 


Capital fully subscribed ..00...se0.-.05 ‘so 
Life Funds in bpecial ‘rust for Lite Po oliey- 

holders ex! sees + tee eeerentonee 809,000 
Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .+ 077,000 
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ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


ACCIDENTS !—64, CORNHILL. 
NO MAN IS SAFE FROM AO OIDEMN 
WISE MEN INSURE AGAINST THEIR 00ST 


ACCIDENTS BY LAND OR WATER 
INSURED AGAINST BY THR 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPAI 
The Oldest and Largest Company, insuring agains 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000, 
PAID-UP CAPITAL AND RESERVE, £250,000. 
MODERATE |PREMIUMS, P 
Bonus allowed to Insurers 
£1,840,000 


HAS BEEN Fmd ond QOMPENE ARTO, 
Apply to the Clerks way Stations, the 


Or 8, GRAND HOTEL Vocal Agente, CHARING CROB, 
of at the Haap Ovrign—64, RRA 
Wistan J. Vian, secnelare 





